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PREFACE 

This monograph confines itself to the criticisms that Sankara 
offers of the various systems of Indian philosophy in his commentary 
of the Brahma-siltras. I have tried wherever necessary to collect the 
points raised by Saikara against some of the systems in various 
places and contexts in his sitra-bhadsya. Some systems, however, 
like the NyZya, the Vaisegika, the Yoga, the Bhagavata, the 
Pasupata and Buddhism are discussed by him in one place and con- 
are found passim and hence have to be collected together in specific 


continuous chapters. 


Some discussions by Sankara do not mention any school as such. 
For instance, the view on the @nandamaya, though identified later as 
that of a Vittikara, or the questions like Brahman being nirguna are 
analysed by Safikara without any specific reference to a school or an 


author. 


Sankara’s criticism ends invariably in construction. He is never 
merely negative. Cavil is not his method. Weighed against the 
Vedanta wisdom other points of view suffer. Where the views have 
soundness in them measured by the norm of the Vedanta, Satikara 
accepts them. For instance, the Yoga and the Bhagavata systems 
have validity in so far as they agree with the Vedanta. The former 
helps the rise of knowledge and the latter accepts Brahman as the 
material and the efficient cause of the world and as one appearing as 
manifold ($.B. II-2-43.). Where they go wrong is indicated in the body 


or in the appendix of this monograph. 


Dr S. Radhakrishnan Institute for Advanced Study in Philosophy, 
University of Madras, which publishes this monograph, runs an M.A. 
course in Indian Philosophy wherein one paper for examination is 
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Advaita and Other Systems. The aim of this course is to make the 
student familiar with Sanikara’s critique of the other systems of Indian 
Philosophy in his Brahma-sitra-bhasya. 


I hope that this monograph will be useful to all students of 
Sankara. I trust I have presented Sankara correctly and faithfully. 
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CHAPTER I 


Refutation of Materialism 


The materialists believe that there is no soul apart from the 
body. The body is the result of the combination of material 
elements of earth, water, air and fire. One distinguished feature of 
an embodied being is that it is sentient and conscious. The materi- 
alists explain away this conscious element as but the by-product of 


the arrangement of material constituents. 


It is true that the Physica al elements of earth and the other three 
do not have consciousness taken either separately or collectively. But 


they acquire the power to Sa uce consciousness when they come to 
constitute the bodily system.’ It is not any combination that gene- 
rates consciousness. Evidently, t ibe bodily system with its nerve and 
brain mechanism alone is fit to produce consciousness. The analogy 
is that of certain e cloncnts wire “when pees in a certain pro- 
portion produce i So man is nothing 
more than the ic iguana? is HS areduteea ? the quality of consci- 


ousness.? There is no soul and no consciousness apart from the 


body. 

This is proved by the fact that consciousness is observed only in 
a body.‘ The principle involved is that that which is present when 
the other is present and is absent when the other is absent is the pro- 


perty of that other. Light and heat, for example, are determined to 


Sarirakara-parinatesu bhiitesu syat. S.B. I11,3.53 


One other example used to be given, though Saikara does not give it here, 
is that of betel leaves, arecanut and lime, which when chewed together 


produce red solution. 
caitanya-visistah kayah purusahk. 
See Brahma-sitra; III. 3. 53 
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be properties of fire because they are present when fire is present and 


absent when fire is absent. They cannot and do not exist apart from 
fire. 


Similarly consciousness, memory, vital forces etc., are found 
only in a body and never withoutit. It cannot be proved that there 
is any thing like a soul over and above the body. Hence, conscious- 
ness and memory are but the properties of the body. If there is any 
soul at all, it is the body itself. 


Sankara’s Criticism 


Sankara refutes the arguments of the materialists. He, in the very 
first instance, rebuts the materialist contention that consciousness 
exists only when the body exists. He tries to show that sometimes 
while the body exists, consciousness does not exist. It is true that 
consciousness is observed only in a body. It is equally a matter of com- 
mon observation that sometimes when the body is observed, consci- 
ousness isnot. If the materialist could argue that consciousness is 
but the property of the body because it is present when the body is 
present one can in counter-argument suggest that because conscious- 


ness is not always present in a body it is not the property of the 
body. 


Besides, there are certain properties belonging to the body which 
are observed in the body at all times invariably. The shape or form, 
for example, always coexist with the body and when the body perishses 
or changes, they also perish or change. Regarding such things, they 
. can be said to be nothing other than the body. But consciousness is 
not always found in the body. For instance, the dead body or even 
the body that is in swoon is not conscious. 


Again, the shape and form of the body are observable by the 
sense but not so consciousness or memory. Further, the best that 
can be said for materialism is that consciousness is present when the 
body is alive. But it can never be said that consciousness does not 
exist when the body is not. There is no proof for it. 


Moreover, if consciousness is the by-product of the physical ele- 
ments, what are its form and nature? The materialist does not admit 
anything other than the four elements. If consciousness is the experi- 
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ence or knowledge of the physical elements, then, it cannot be a pro 
perty of the physical elements because the elements are objects of that 
consciousness.One cannot have an action in oneself.’ Fire does not 
burn itself. Consciousness must be different from its objects in order to 
experience or know them. The dancer cannot stand on his own shoul- 
ders. A form of an object, for instance, cannot experience either itself 
or the form of other objects. But consciousness knows form etc., from 
which it is clear that consciousness cannot be the form etc., of physi- 
cal objects. If it is to be admitted that a consciousness is required to 
know the objects, it is to be equally admitted that such a conscious- 
ness is different from the objects. 


And according to Advaita, the Self is of the nature of conscious- 
ness. ‘Therefore, it is established that there is such a Self different. 
from the body. Such a consciousness is of one uniform nature. The 
diversities are introduced by the objects. Hence, the changeless cons- 
ciousness is eternal. The self—-consciousness, such as ‘I saw it’’ is 
proof fer recognition which in turn is proof for changeless con- 
tinuity of the Self and consciousness. If there were no such con- 


tinuity, memory itself will become impossible. 


Moreover, knowledge of objects arises when there are the condi- 
tions like the light etc. No knowledge of objects in possible when con- 
ditions like light are absent. From this, one cannot conclude that 
knowledge is the property of light. Similarly, the body and other 
cognitive instruments like the nervous system and the brain are only 
necessary conditions for cognitions of objects to arise. On that 
account one should not conclude that consciousness is the property of 


the body. 


Even this instrumentality of the body for knowledge does not seem 
to be a very necessary condition. In dream, several experiences take 
place while the body with the senses lies dormant. Therefore, there 
is a Self of the nature of consciousness different the body and its ins- 


truments.° 





5. suatmani kriydvirodhat, 


6. See also S.B, II-2.2. 


CHAPTER II 


Refutation of Jainism 
I 


Sankara in his Satra-bhasya (II-2.33-36) takes up only two very 
important tenets of Jainism for criticism. They are (1) the 
doctrine of Saptabhanginaya and (2) the doctrine of the finite 


dimension of the soul. Satkara’s criticism of the Saptabhaigi-naya or. 
Sydadvada is as follows: 


The contradictory judgments of the Syadod@da cannot apply 
to an object at the same time. The attributes of ‘is’ and ‘is not’ 
standing respectively for existence and non-existence cannot belong 


to the same object. Cold and heat cannot be attributed to an object 
at the same time. 


_ This becomes quite evident and also serious when we try to 
apply this sevenfold judgment to the categories of Jainism themselves. 
The seven categories accepted by them are: (1) jiva (2) ajiva 
(3) asrava (4) samvara (5) nirjara (6) bandha and (7) moksa, respecetively 
the soul, the material world, the influx of Karma, the stoppage of 


Karmic influx, the extinction of past Karmas, bondage and release. 


These seven categories have been determined to have certain 
matures. Saikara wants to know whether the Syddvada will apply to 
these categories whose nature has been determined. Categorially if 
they admit of varying and even mutually incompatible natures as 
“they exist”, “they do not exist” etc., in terms of the Syadoada, 
then, no conclusive wisdom is possible about them for anybody. 
Since they may be this or that or anything, one will be left in 
unrelieved doubt. Such a knowledge serves no purpose even in 
Jainism and is therefore to be dismissed as profitless. 


Perhaps the Jainas may argue that the knowledge that anything 
whatsoever has a variety of characteristics and cannot be fully des- 
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cribed by a single judgment is itself certain, and hence is valid and 
useful. But this contention is weak because nothing in Jainism is 
exempt from the varied character (anekatmakatva). Hence, even the 
knowledge that everything is of varied character must be subject to 
this principle of varied character. Hence, it must be anekatmaka and 
hence inconclusive (anekanta). 


Such inconclusiveness vitiates every aspect of Jaina doctrine 
with the result that there remains nothing like a Jaina doctrine, nor 
a Jaina teacher, nora follower of that school. A school and its 
followers presuppose a definite doctrine with the clearly indicated 
means to realise the goal that the school envisages. 


Similarly the Sy@dvada', or the doctrine of “may be”, when’ 
applied to the five astikayas leaves us wondering whether this num- 
ber is at least fixed or itis also subject to mutation. If it were, 
then at least there is one place where the aneka@ntavada or the theory ot 
variety of natures fails. If it were not, the system suffers from uncer- 


tain wavering, 


In the same way, the Syadvada itself becomes suspect: One of 
the judgements in this is unstatability (avaktavya). Anything that is» 
unstatable cannot be stated at all. To say that there cannot be 
statement and yet to teach the categories is to indulge in a self- 


contradiction. 


In short, everything is adrift in the system of Jainism without 
any foothold or steady anchorage anywhere. Nothing has a deter- 
minable or predictable character. The possibilities are left as mere’ 
possibilities with no attempt to fix the choice among them. Thus,” 
the school does not have a message as to what one should. do, how 
one should go about doing it and why one should do it at all.* 


‘ 





1. The five astikayas are: jivastik@ya, pudgalastikaya. dharmastikaya, adharm@sti- 
kaya, and akaSastikaya. These are respectively the soul, the matter, the prin- 
ciple of motion, the principle of rest and space. 


2. The Jaina doctrine that the world is constituted by atoms of earth, water, 
fire and air is rejected by Saiikara on the same grounds on which the Vaise- 
sika atomism was rejected. Hence he does not attempt to reject it here. 
See his refutation of Vaisesika in this monograph. 
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II 


Then Satkara criticises the theory according to which the soul 
is of finite dimension. That theory will involve the consequence that 
the soul will lack completeness. When the soul is of finite magnitude 
and thus, is of the size of the body it happens to occupy, this will 
mean that the soul is not only limited with the attendant result that 
it will be non-eternal but also that it will be varying its size accor- 


ding to the size of the body, contracting if the body is that of an 
ant and expanding if it is, for example, that of anelephant. Such 


a soul with modifiability cannot be immortal. Expansion will mean 
accretion of parts and contraction will mean subtraction of parts. 
This is quite incompatible with the eternality of a substance. If the 
soul were non-eternal, release will be a meaningless talk. 


Moreover, it is very difficult to say how and wherefrom the 
parts accrue to the soul to make it expand or where the parts go 
when the soul contracts. Evidently, these parts cannot be physical 
particles as the soul is admittedly spiritual. 


Further, as it is impossible to calculate the magnitude of the 
parts that accrue to the soul or that get away from it, the nature of 
the soul will be left undetermined at any time. 


If modifiability is given up because of the aforesaid difficulties 
and if the soul is fixed in its size, it becomes unaccountable how the 
soul can pervade the entire body when it enters a larger body like 
that of an elephant or howit can avoid spilling over wher it enters a 
smaller body like that of an ant. The same argument applies even 
in one and the same body undergoing the vicissitudes of childhood, 
youth and old age. 


If it were the contention of the Jainas that, though the magni- 
tude of the soul varies, yet in and through these variations the soul 
remains with a continuity of its own and that, therefore, there 
is eternality for it, yet the problem, says Sankara, is not solved. 
For, if the soul is asubtance, it must be changeless to keep its 
identity. If it were merely a changing series like the stream of 





3. In Indian thought, some people believe that the soul is infinite and all- 
pervasive ; others hold that it is of atomic size. The Jainas think that it is 
of a finite and medium magnitude, madhyama-parimana. 
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consciousness as it is in Vijfianavada Buddhism it is non-eternal 


having no identity of its own. 


Further, even the Jainas are obliged to admit that in release the 
magnitude of the soul is constant. Similarly, they should admit the 


the constancy of the soul’s magnitude even in bondage. What is 
finally the size should be the size of the soul even earlier. Hence, 
the soul is either atomic or infinite. It cannot be of the finite 


magnitude. 





CHAPTER III 
Refutation of Buddhism 


I 


In his Bhagya on 11—2—18 of the Brahma-sitras, Sankara men- 
tions three main schools of Buddhism, namely, the Sarvdstivadin, 
the Vijiianavadin and the Stnyavadin. Of these, Safikara takes the 
first for criticism first. These Buddhists hold that everything is rea] 
and that gives them the name. 


The real may be either internal or external. The external can 
be either the element (bhita) or the elemental (bhautika) made of the 
elements which are earth, water, fire and air. Elementals are colour 
and the other sense - objects and the sense - organs which apprehend 
them. 


The elements of earth, water, fire and air themselves arise due 
to the combination of the atoms of earth, water, fire and air. Each 
of these four kinds of atom has got its own peculiar properties. 
Earth atom, for example, has hardness; water has viscidity; fire has 
heat; air has mobility. 


The internal elements are psychological in nature. They consist 
of five skandhas or groups. They are (1) ripa (2) samjna (3) vedana 
(5) samskara (5) vijiana. 


Of these, the vijia@na-skandha is called strictly the citta or the 
mind. Itis the running stream of cognitions as ‘I’ and also indeter- 
minate and determinate cognitions. Other skandhas are called caztta 
or the mental. The ripaskandha consists of the senses and their 
objects. They are mental because they are connected with the cons- 
cious life of the mind. The vedana-skandha comprises the feeling of 
emotions, pleasure, pain etc. The samjiia-skandha consists of the 
cognition of objects by their names. The samskdara-skandha is the 
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dharma and adharma and, generally the impressions that are register- 
ed in the mind by the conscious experiences. ! 


Satikara now directs his criticism against the theory of these 
aggregates, internal and external. 


(1) The constituent materials of these aggregates themselves are 
physical entities, lack intelligence and, hence, cannot be supposed to 
organise themselves into any intelligible unities like body-mind com- 
plex. Even for an intelligence to appear, there must, on the Buddhist 
account, be a prior organisation of mind which is brought about by 
the atomic combination. But then, such an organisation itself pre- 
supposes a mind of some kind. As such, the question how the 
aggregates are formed remains a riddle on the Buddhist hypothesis, 


(2) Another undesirable consequences of the atoms combining 
by themselves is that, there being no restrictive principle anywhere, 


the atoms will be active always. 


(3) It cannot be argued that there is the presence of the 
Glayavijfiana or cognition-stream which, then, can be supposed to 
cause a motion in the atoms. Forit is to be asked: is the stream of 
cognitions the same as the cognitions or different from them? If the 
first, it is something permanent and thus becomes indistinguishable 
from the Vedantic concept of the parmanent soul. If it were the 
second alternative, the cognition - stream is momentary and cannot 
cause any motion in the atoms. That which exists only for a moment 
ceases the next moment and hence cannot possibly excite any force 
which will require at least a brief duration of existence. 


It is found, then, that, on the Buddhist account, there is no satis- 
facttory explanation as to how the aggregates are formed. And with- 
out aggregates there will be no life and its activities. But there ts life 
and there are activities. Hence, the theory of aggregates fails 


miserably. 
(4) The Buddhist may yet argue that the empirical life and 


activities may be explained by the “mutual causality’. This is the 
well known doctrine of dependent origination where the cycle of 





1. These skandhas together may be said to constitute the human personality. 


2 
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existence is sought to be explained by the causal chain beginning 
with Nescience or Avidya.* 


The world operates as a physical and psychological system which 
is a closed one. More than the causal sequences and consequences 
listed in the depentent orgination seheme, no outside agency or 
power like God is considered necessary to explain or work it. 


Sankara calls into question the soundness of this scheme. So 
far as the individual links of the chain are concerned, their proximate 
causes have been given there. But the question is how the aggregates 
are constituted. It has been clearly demonstrated elswhere in these 
while examining the Vasika system that the permanent atoms and 
the soul with unseen moral potency are not adequate to account for 
the formation of aggregates. It ismuch more so in the case of 
Buddhism with its denial of the soular and acceptance of only 
momentary atoms. 


Avidya etc., are efficient causes of their own immediate effects 
But avidyd etc., must have some aggregate as their abode. They 
cannot be abstract principles just hanging in the air. They must 
have a concrete basis. Therefore, a logical cul-de-sac has arisen. 
Without the aggregates, avidya etc., will have no local habitation 
and the cycle of casual series or the pratityasamutpada will have no 
occasion to satrt, much less to function. In other words, the doctrine 


of pratityvsamutodda, not only fails to explain the world-process, it 
fails to explain itself. 


Again, admitting forthe sake of argument that a series of 
aggregates are somehow formed on which the links of aotdy@ etc., 
depend, the question is inevitable: when an aggregate is produced 
from the earlier aggregates (the formation of aggregates being a 


rr 


2. This is in Sanskrit called Pratitya - samutpada, Itis the cycle of a natural 
order of causation of twelve links (Nidanas) which are: Avidy@, samskara, 
vighana, nama-riipa, sadayatana, spar$a, vedana, trsna, upadana, bhava, jati, 
jara - marana, Sankara mentions a different number. According to him, the 
links are: Nescience (avidya) impression (samskara), consciousness (vijfana), 
name and form (na@ma-riipa), the six senses (saddyatana), touch (sparSa), 
feeling (vedan@), desire (trsna@), activity (upada@na), birth (janana), species 
(jatt), decay (jara), death (marana), grief (Soka), lament (paridevana) pain 
(duhkha), mental affliction (durmanas). (See S.B. I1-2-19). 
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strem) is it produced similar to the previous aggregate as a rule or 


in any manner? 


If the first, then. one aggregate (for instance, the human _ body- 
mind complex) will never change into any other form dissimilar to it 
(for instance, the divine form, or the animal form). In other words, 
there will be no birth of one human mind-body complex as a divine 


being or an animal being. 


If there was no such rule of similarity, anything may change 
into anything indiscriminately in a moment. Any aggregate being 
momentary, the next momentary aggregate may be anything with 
the result that what is at one moment a human aggregate may 
suddenly transform itself the next moment into an animal or a divine 
aggregate. Inconcrete terms, an individual may now be a man, 
change into an elephant next moment, change into a divine being the 
third moment because there is no restrictive principle that one 
aggregate at one moment (for instance, human mind-body complex) 


should havea similarity to the one which succeeds it the next 


moment. 


But both these alternatives are abhorrent to the Buddhist 
presupposition according to which there is a continuity but yet 
change. If anything persists for any two moments the same, it will 
be an admission of permanence which is contrary to Buddhist belief. 


Moreover, the aggregate (t.e. body-mind complex) does not have 
a soul who desires it and uses it for experiencing pleasures. Similarly 
there is no one who desires nirvana. Evenif one desires niroana he 
will not be the one who obtains that nirv@na. because at the time 
of nirvana, it is altogether a different aggregate. If, on the contrary, 
the same person desires and obtains it, that will be the admission of 


a permanent soul. 


Because of such logical difficulties, the concept of aggregates 
(samudaya) and the dependent origination as self-caused must be 


abandoned as useless. 


Hitherto Sankara did not question the claim that avidya ete. 
are the causes. For instance, avidy@ causes samskara, which in its 
turn produces vijfiGna and so on. He only argued that these links of 
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' avidya etc., cannot bring about the aggregates because they them- 
selves are dependent on the aggregates for their existence. 


Now, he questions even the very possibility of avidya etc., 
producing their own results in the scheme of pratitya-samutpada. Since 
any cause 1s momentary, no cause-effect relationship is conceivable. | 
Since the cause exists only in its own moment, it cannot have any 
connection with the so-called effect. In fact, there is no “effect” as 
such. 


Ifitis replied that that which exists the previous moment is 
called the cause, even then, if the previous moment has no connec- 
tion whatever with the succeeding moment, there could be no 
cause-effect relationship between them. If to be an effect does not 
require any such relationship, then anything may be produced from 
anything. 


Again: The Buddhist supposes that a momentary entity has an 
orgination and a destruction, Safikara wants to know whether these 
Origination and destruction are (a) the very nature of the momen- 
tary entity (b) or different states of the entity or (3) different 
entities themselves altogether? 


None of these alternatives is satisfactory. If (a), it amounts 
to saying that the momentary entity is the same as or means the 
Same as origination and destruction. This will entail the consequence 
that origination is destruction or vice versa. This is not the way 
these terms are used in any language system. It involves a 
contradiction. If(b), the momentary entity has two states in and 
through which it persists. This means that the momentary has a 
permanence relatively to those states. In short, it is not momentary 
any more. And the Buddhist cannot grant this. 


If (c), then also the momentary entity will no more be momen- 
tary but will become permanent because it is different from 
origination and destruction. In other words, it has no origination, 
nor destruction. It cannot be suggested that the manifestation to 
perception is origination and invisibility is destruction, because 
visibility or otherwise belong to an intelligent perceiver and not the 
characteristics of an object. 
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Sankara now turns to the concepts Pratisankhy@nirodha, Aprati- 
satkhya@ nirodha and akasa;* which triad are described as merely 


non-substantial, essenceless and of the nature of mere negation.* 


Of these, by Pratisankhydnirodha is meant the cessation (nirodha) 
of the stream of becoming through knowledge (pratisankhya). By 
Apratisankhy@ is meant just the opposite. Here things or the stream 
of positive momentary existents cease, not through the knowledge of 
the individual, but because they pass over without coming into the 
range of his experience at all. By a@kasa is meant the absence of 


covering or being occupied.* 


Now, the point that is to be made clear is whether these two 
modes of cessation have the series or stream of becoming as their 
reference or the individual momentary entities that constitute the 
series. If the stream, it is clearly impossible because the cause-effect 
forces are endless. If these forces stop at any time, the point at 
which they stop will become unreal because it is unproductive. The 
Buddhists fix the criterion of reality as causal efficiency or producti- 
vity.© Hence there is the danger of the series becoming unreal 


because of causal inefficiency. 


Nor is it the second alternative. That which is existent can never 
be destroyed totally and completely. Experience tells us that things 
change and become different but are not destroyed. Even amidst 
changes, a thing is identified as that which has undergone the 
change. Sometimes things seem to disappear into nothing. For 
instance, when water is dropped on a red-hot iron, it is vaporised and 
ig seen no more. But even here, the water is turned into some 
other form, though imperceptible. The heat of the sun, for instance, 
vaporises the sea water which becomes invisible. But this same’ 
vapour turns into clouds to rain. Nothing is destroyed in this world. 


There is, if one may say so, conservation of matter and energy.” 





3. Buddhism holds that anything different from these three which are non- 
composite (asamskria) is composite (samskrta) and momentary (Ksanika). 

4, These asarhskrta dharmas are avastu, abhdvam@tra and nirupakhya. 
avaran abhavamatram. 


arthakriyakarituam. The unreality of the last unproductive link will render 
retrogressively the entire series unreal. | 


7. nahi bhavanam niranvayo nirupakhyo vinasak sambhavati. S. Bell 2522) 
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Thus it is clear that the causal series beginning with avidya, has 
no cessation. If it ceases even without any cause, the Buddhist 
teachings are unnecessary and useless. If it ceases due to knowledge, 
it goes contrary to the Buddhist doctrine that it is destroyed without 
a cause. : 


Similar considerations are urged against @kaSa being considered 
as merely negative and essenceless. If the Buddhists are averse to 
accepting Vedic authority in this matter® atleast they should accept 
the force of inference like the one: ‘“‘Sound is dependent on a 
substance ; because it is a quality, like smell.’’ As smell belongs to 
earth, sound must belong to aka@sa. 


Again, if akaSais merely the absence of covering (@varanabhava) 
there will be no space for one bird to fly when another is already in 
flight. If it were replied that the second bird will fly where there is 
no other bird (2.e. where space is unoccupied), this js to admit that 
space is something positive wherein a part is not covered. It is not 
a mere non-existence, abhava-m@tra. 


The theory of space being merely negative conflicts with the 
other parts of the Bauddha system. A question is put to the Master 
as to what the support for earth is and the Master is reported to 
have answered that water is its support and soonand then he declares 
that akasSa is the support of air. This will be clearly unintelligible if 
akasa were merely negative. 


Refutation of Momentariness 


The Buddhists contend that the soul is merely the conglomeration 
of elements (skandhas) which are but momentary. This non-soul 
(anatia) theory is a logical consequence of his doctrine of universal 
impermanence (anityata@) and momentariness (ksanikavada). 


___ But this is psychologically an impossibility. The fact of memory 
itself is a falsification of the theory. Memory presupposes the 
identity and persistence of the individual. It is one and the same 
individual who experiences the objects and events, and remembers 





8. The Taittiriya upanisad declares that GkaSa originated from the Self. @tmanah 
akasah sambhtah. 
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them later on as having occurred to him. It is not as if one 


remembers another man’s experiences. 


Not merely that. There is the element of recognition in the 
Same person when he remembers an object. He recognises that 
he is remembering what he saw. Hence, it is evident that the indivi- 
dual does not pass away with the passing events. He persists 
to keep together the memories and recall them when needed. To 


deny this is to fly against facts. 


Nor can it be contended that such a recall] and recognition are 
understandable because of similarity of moments in the series, and 
that this similarity is hastily mistaken for identity of the soul. For, 
the knowledge of similarity arises as ‘‘ This is similar to that” where 
obviously two terms are involved in comparison. First, such an act 
of comparison will mean that the compared entities are durable 
enough to be judged similar. But this can never happen on the 
Buddhist hypothesis that no entity exists for more than one 


moment. 


Secondly, the act of comparison itself will imply the one who 
compares judging the two entities on the points of their similarities. 
But to admit such a person transcending the fleeting moments is 
anathema to the Buddhists. 


It cannot be contended that the cognition of similarity is a new 
momentary one arising in the series and that it does not require the 
persistence of the earlier moments, nor even the similarity being real. 
For, the cognition of similarity even if itis false arises in the form 
“This is similar to that’. This contains three terms ‘‘this”’, 
“ similar” and “that’’, which, each one of them, has its own 
meaning and reference. It means three different things, the two 
entities, (one belonging to the past and the other to the present) and 


thirdly, the cognition of similarity. 


If it were merely a new momentary cognition with no relation to 
to the past moment, these three terms in the statement will become 
meaningless. One, then, will just say ‘‘ similarity". All this is 
clearly contrary to the way in which we use the language and to our 
experience in general. One cannot adopt an arbitrary language to 
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suit one’s own predilections. In that case he cannot even be engaged 
in a debate. Nor can he establish either the correctness of his own 
position or the incorrectness of the opponent’s. 


Morcover: it is not merely a question of something being similar 
to something else. It is also a question of one being conscious of that 
similarity. A doubt may be cast on the validity of the cognition of 
similarity between things that exist outside us. But the comparing 
person himself never doubts whether he is himself or something 
similar to himself. 


The Buddhists hold that the second moment arises on the 
extinction of the first moment. This will mean that the second 
moment arises out of nothing which is its antecedent. The pro- 
duction of the “effect’’ means the destruction of the “‘ cause’’, and 
the effect has no positive cause of its own. This is, according to the 
Buddhist asatkaryavadins, the report of experience also. The seed 
should perish if the plant isto appear. The very principle of causal 
production or origination is that the cause should perish giving birth 
to the effect. If the cause were imperishable, and if such imperisha- 
bility were common to all causes, then it will follow that anything 
can be produced from anythingelse. 


To this Saikara makes a reply. Positive effect can never be 
produced from non-existing nothingness. Non-existence being com- 
mon and having no distinction, anything can come into being 
anytime. Such distinctions as curds being produced from milk, 
a particular plant being produced from a particular seed will not 
exist. We can get curds even from the hare’s horn (a non-entity). 
Such productions have never been observed in human history, A 
mere nothing is never known to be the cause of anything, much less 
anything in particular. Theoretically, anything appearing from 
nothing will share the character of being nothing. [It will not be 


“anything”. A thing made of clay does not have the character 
of iron. 


In any causal production, the causal element passes into the 
effect. That which perishes at the time of the production of the 
effect does not belong to the causal substance essentially. 
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Again, the Buddhists hold that things are produced by four 
kinds of cause® and things arise out of the aggregation of atoms. 
Having said this, it is quite inconsistent on their part now to say 


that positive effects appear from pure negation. 


And, if the above asatkdryavada were true, there need be no 
effort on the part of anyone to produce anything. So the theories of 
the Vaibhasika and the Sautrantika Buddhists are quite unacceps 


table. 


9. They are (1) Glambanapratyaya, (2) samanantarapratyaya (3) adhipatipratyaya 
(4) hetu-pratyaya. 
3 





CHAPTER IV 


Refutation of Buddhism - II 


The Vijfianavada school of Buddhism believes that the externa- 
lity of the world of experience is an illusion. The same consciousness 
called Glaya-vijiiana, internally diversifies itself into subject and 
object. All the usages and practices of knowledge like the knower, 
known and knowledge arise only in the consciousness. Thus, what 
is of the nature of consciousness appears to be external to it. Even 
if we admit the reality of an external world, there could be no know- 
ledge without the object being connected with the mind. It is very 
difficult to say whether there could be an object quite apart from 
and unperceived by the mind. 


The Vijiianavadin tries to show by an analysis of the concept of 
an object that it is riddled with contradictions. The object is either 
the atoms or the aggregates of those atoms.' If the former, the 
object can never become an object of perception because of the infi- 
nitesimal magnitude. Nor can it be the aggregate of atoms, for, it 
should be stated in that case whether the object is different or non = 
different from the atoms. If it is different from the atoms it cannot 
be said to be the aggregate of the atoms. If it were non-different, it 
cannot be perceived. 


Again: Consciousness is of one uniform nature. - Cognitions like 
the knowledge of pot, of cloth etc., have the specificity of form of 
pot, cloth etc., which distinguishes one cognition from another. This 
Specificity of form in the cognition itself, therefore, is enough to 
make us know the form of the object also. We need not further 
postulate the object as existing outside that cognition. 
SS 
1, The Vijiianavadin thus is opposed to the sarvastivadin who is a realist admite 

ting the reality of an external world of objects. 
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Again, the object and the mind always appear together in expe 
rience. This fact of appearance together’ is a proof of their non - 
difference. 


Further, the claim that one and the same consciousness appears 
internally divided as the subject and the object is not far-fetched. We 
do find in our experience that cognitions arise without any external 
object. The instances are the dream and the mirage. In dream one sees 
objects and deals with them as though they are external to oneself. 
But all the time, the objective entities are but the modifications of 
one’s own mind. Mind, in other words, objectivises itself and'perceives 
itself as an object. So far, therefore, as the experience is concerned, 


the waking is as good as the dream. 


To the question why there should be distinctions in one uniform 
consciousness if there were no external objects to cause them, the 
Vijfianavadin answers that the internal distinctions of consciousness 
are caused by residual impressions caused by the cognitions themsel- 
ves. The cognitions and impressions are beginninglessly there and 
hence it is idle to ask for temporal priority of any one of them. It is 
observed that in dream, for instance, the merest impressions alone 
cause experiences of objects. These experiences in turn produce im— 
pressions; and such impressions generate experiences and so on, pro- 


gressively and regressively. 


Safikara refutes the above contentions of the Vijiianavadin. It 
is not possible to deny the reality of the external object for the sim- 
ple reason that the object appears in experience as external. In every 
specific cognition of objects as different as pot and cloth, the objects 
are given to us through the senses, not created from inside ourselves. 
To deny this patent experience is as ridiculous and contradictory as 
to say that one has not eaten anything or one’s hunger has not been 
appeased while one has been eating and satisfying his hunger all the 
time. Experiencing a world outside us all the time through the 
channels of sense and enjoying it, it is contradictory to deny such an 


experience or the object of it. 


One does not cognize his mind as pot and pillar and cloth. Even 
when one denies the external world, as the Vijianavadin does, he 


——  0€£0 ln ee 
2. This is the sahopalambhantyama or appearing together invariably. 
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asserts that the world which is really internal appears as if it is external. 
This is because the externality is quite so apparent to everyone. 
Otherwise, why should one say ‘‘as if external?’”’ If there were no 
external world, even the illusion of externality is impossible. No 
one says that Vigsqnumitra looks like a barren woman’s son, a barren 
woman’s son being a logical impossibility. 


Therefore, it is but reasonable to accept the world as it is given 
in experience. If it were the intention of the Vijfianavadin to subject 
the given experience to scrutiny and to declare it as an appearance as 
if it were external, even this is plainly an unwarranted conclusion. 
The possibility or impossibility of something being real or otherwise 
is not determined a priort but by the function of the methods of 
knowledge and proof. The proof determines the possibility or the 
absence of it. That is the criterion. By such a criterion, the exter- 
nality of the world cannot be declared to be impossible. The fact 
remains that the world is given in experience. 


And, it is a weak argument to say that an object is secured by 
the consciousness having the form of that object. Consciousness, 
which has no particular form of its own, cannot become determined 
except by an object outside it. 


The appearance of consciousness and its object together can be 
best explained by the fact of the object causing the modification of 
consciousness in its image.® It is not because they are identical but 
because they are different. 


Moreover, it is obvious that consciousness in itself is undetermined 
and uniform. Whenit is determined by various objects, we speak of 
consciousness of pot, consciousness of cloth etc. The diversity is of 
the objects, not.of the consciousness, just as when one talks of white 
cow and black cow, the diversity is not of the cow but of the colours. 
What remains unvaried is as arule different from that which varies.‘ 
The same consideration prevails with regard to the experience of an 
object and its memory on the one side and the object itself on the 
other. There is patently a difference between direct experience of a 





3. The object is the upaya and the mode of consciousness is the upeya. 
4, dvabhyatm ca bheda ekasya siddho bhavati ekasmacca dvayoh. S.B. II. 2. 28. 
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pot, for instance, and the memory of it and they vary from the pot 
itself which remains constant in and through them. Similarly, 
difference exists among the smell, taste etc., of milk while milk itself 
remains the same. In other words, the modes or attributes vary 
but the object qualified is constant and invariable. Hence, by the 
fact that consciousness is the same and invariable amidst the 
qualifying objects thereof, it is established that consciousness is 


different from its objects. 


The Vijfianavadin commits a mistake in another front also. 
He seems to believe that the so-called object is only a mode of consci- 
ousness and that the subject who knows it is another mode of consci- 
ousness. This means that one mode of conciousness is known as an 
object by another which is the subject. The subject-object 
relation® is an infrastructural division within one consciousness. 


This stance of the Vijfianavadin is indefensible because the 
Vijfidnavadin believes at the same time that modes of consciousness 
(cognitions or vijfadnas) are momentary and cease with their only 
activity of knowing® themselves. That is, cognition cannot become 
the object of another because they occupy different moments of 


time. 


If there were no connection between cognitions which exist only 
in their own moments, knowledge becomes impossible and _ this 
sweeping skepticism results in the abolition of Buddhism itself with 


its metaphysics, epistemology, logic and psychology.’ 


Again the Vijiianavadin accepts the Vijtana or consciousness as 
the reality. But there is no reason why they should not recognize the 
external objects. If they say that they accept consciousness as reality 





grahya-grahaka-bhava 
6. This is svasarnvedana or self-consciousness. 

The following are the doctrines of the school mentioned by Sankara in this 
connection; (1) Svalaksana-pratijia (that individual realities are unique 
momentary particulars) (2) s@m@nyalaksan (the generality born of the 
continuity of the series) (3) v@sya-va@sakalva (the succeeding cognition and the 
preceding cognition respectively) (4) avidyopaplava (relation to nescience) 
(5) saddharma (cognition of an object as existent) (6) asaddharma (cognition of 
the object as non-existent (7) bandha moksa (bondage and nirvana). 
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because it is given as a datum of experience, the external objects also 
are given equally solidly as data of experience. 


It cannot be said that consciousness is self-luminously known like 
a lamp which shows itself unlike an external object which is not. For, 
the Vijfianavadin attempts to do the self-contradictory by making 
consciousness an object of itself. A thing cannot be both the subject 
and an object of itself.° Hedoes not mind this self-contradiction 


while he refuses to grant what is so patently given in experience. 


A doubt may arise whether the Advaitin, too, does not accept 
consciousness as self-luminous witness. Then what is the difference 
between the Advaitin and the Buddhist? Safikara makes this 
difference clear by the following considerations : 


(1) The Vijfianavadin has declared that cognitions are momen- 
tary, have an origin, an end and are also manifold. Since this is the 
case, they cannot illumine one another though a cognition may 
illumine itself. In other words, there must be a unitive and perma- 
nent consciousness to perceive them together even as a series and to 
give them a character and meaning. The successive ideas themselves 
cannot grasp the succession. Change becomes utterly unintelligible 
without.a permanent reality. Such a reality is consciousness, accord- 
ing to the Advaitin. Buddhism has no provision for such a concept. 


(2) This permanent consciousness serves as a witness of all the 
cognitions that take place in the mind as cognition of this, cognition 
of that. This consciousness in general is self-luminous. 


(3) Even a lamp is not an appropriate example for self-lumino- 
sity. A lamp shows itself but it does not know this. Lampis 
physical light. But consciousness is spiritual ‘light’. Even when one 
thousand lamps are shining in a remote cave, it requires a conscious 
intelligence to perceive them. The Vijfidnavadin’s conception of a 
self-luminous cognition resembles the inert unself-conscious lamp. 


Dream analogy, false 


The Vijfianavadin argues that just asin dreams, the experience 
of objects takes place without any external objects at all and without 


_— 


8. It isa principle that a thing cannot be the locus of an action on itself. 


svatmani kriyavirodhat. S.B. II, 2, 28. 
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any of the senses functioning, similarly, the waking experience also 
can arise without any external object. This is plainly a false analogy. 
Dreams are quite unlike the waking and sensory experience. What 
is the difference between the two ? 


Satikara says that it is the sublatability and the non-sublatability 
of dreams and sensory experience respectively. Dreams are sublated 
on waking up. The objects and events of the dream are known to 
be false on awakening. But the objects and events of our waking 


experience of them are never known to be contradicted. 


Again: dreams are matters of memory and are but reproductions. 
Waking experience is the result of direct contact of the senses with 
a world outside. People are clearly aware of the fact that when they 
are remembering something they are not experiencing it directly even 
though they wish to experience or see it. One may remember his 
son who is in a faraway land and wish that he were able to see him. 


Merely because both the dreams and waking experiences share 
the common character of being conscious experiences, it does not 


follow that they are the same.* 


A thing does not become another just because it has a few feat- 
ures in common withit. An attribute that does not belong to an 
object or experience by its own nature cannot be made to belong to 
it on the ground that it has something in common with another.’° 
Fire and water cannot be one just because they are similar in being 


physical elements. 


Variety of knowledge unexplained 


The Vijiianavadins urge that the variety of knowledge like 
knowledge of pot, of cloth etc., can be explained without postulating 
any external objects by the variety of residual impressions (oa@sanas) 


alone. 

But this position is untenable for the simple reason that the 
Vijiianavadins do not recognize an external world at all. And, con- 
sequently, they cannot account for the residual impressions. It will 


9, The type of inference adopted by the Vijiianavadin seems to be the variety 
called sdm@nyato-drsta, But the inference, says Sankara, is wrong. 

10. na ca yo yasa svato dharmo na sambhavati so’nyasya SCID tasya sam- 
bhavisyati, $B. 11-2. 29. 
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be a mystery how impressions are left behind when there is nothing 
anywhere to produce them. It is idle to maintain that impressions 
produce impressions.'' Impressions must have a first cause which 
cannot be impressions but a direct presentation. Otherwise, the 
catastrophic result will be that all differences between experience and 
memory will be obliterated. The functioning of the senses also will 
be needless and meaningless. 


It is a patent fact that when there is a first hand encounter with 
an external object through the senses, there is an impression created 
and registered by the mind to be retained and recalled later in 
memory; and when there is no such encounter at any time, there is 
no impression formed at all.'* No one remembers the unexperienced. 


Yet again, mental impressions are specific forms of tracks. Such 
tracks must have a locus. But in the Vijfianavada there is no such 
locus, everything being the streaming momentary cognitions.'* If we 
accept any permanent locus, Buddhism becomes compromised.'* 


—————————— 


11. It will be, says Saikara, like a blind man teaching another blind man about 
colour. This is absurd as the teacher himself does not know what colour is, 
And, therefore, the talk about colour cannot even start. 


12. This is the Anvayavyatireka type of inference. 


13, Even the individual cognitions are called praurtti-vijidnas. The Glayavijhiana 
_ 18 the transcendental source of the divisions of subject and object. All the 
Same it is also momentary. 


ee Sankara observes, after his critique of the other schools of Buddhism, that 
the Stnyavada is contrary to all known canons of reasoning. He merely says 
that the world of our everyday experience cannot be a nullity. A general 


ps 7 proved by the absence of a contrary instance. apavada-abhave-utsarga- 


CHAPTER V 


Refutation of Sankhya—I 


A Question Regarding Authority 


The Saikhya smrti well known as tantra, composed by Kapila, 
the great sage universally acknowledged by the Sankhya thinkers as 
authentic and authoritative and the basis of ever so many later 
Sankhya theses, will have to be declared as a meaningless lot if 
Brahman and not the _Pradhana is to be accepted as the cause of the 
world. Inthe Sankhya texts, Pradhana is declared categorically as 


the independent cause of the world. 


If it were argued by Advaitins who accept Manu as the most 
authentic that the texts like those of Manu will be rendered null and 
void if Pradhana is to be accepted as the cause of the world, it is 
replied by the Sankhyas that the texts of Manu have other subjects to 
deal with. The purificatory ceremonies like the initiation into 
Gayatri, determination of conduct according to one’s station in life, 
the method of the study of scriptures, the married life to be led after 
the schooling is completed, the imperative rules for the performance 
of religious duties and such other matters are laid down in works 
like that of Manu. In short, the detailed disciplines pertaining to 
one’s caste and class and to one’s stage in life are given in those 


works. 


But in the treatises on Safikhya, the motif is entirely different. 
They spell out the right knowledge by which a person could achieve 
liberation. Thus, the Sankhya works will be rendered contentless if 
Pradhana, as they say, were not the cause of the world. Works like 
that of Manu will still have something to say even if what they 
affirm, among so many other subjects, namely, Brahman is the 
cause of the world, were to be nullified. Hence, the Sankhya thin- 

4 
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kers argue, the Upanigads must be construed only in such a way as 
not to contradict the Sankhya texts. 


Itis but proper, say the Sankhyas, that the Upanigads should be 
studied and understood only through the writings of the great authors 
like Kapila. For the ordinary run of mankind, the secrets of the 
Vedanta doctrine are beyond the reach of comprehension. And, the 
S aikhya sages like Kapila are renowned as possessed of unlimited 
knowledge. In the Svetasvatara Upanisad, for example, it is declar- 
ed: ‘‘One should know that Lord who at the beginning mani- 
fested Kapila and who made him omniscient.’ . It follows that the 
Sankhya system, formulated by such sages like Kapila cannot be 
lightly set aside as false. Nor does the system lack any logical rigour. 
Both by virtue of its logical consistency and spiritual authority, the 
Sankhya must be accepted. 


To this argument of the Sankhya, Saikara answers as follows. 
If the Sankhya smrtis are in danger of becoming null and void in the 
event of the Vedanta account being taken as true, a similar disaster 
will overtake the smrti texts which support the Vedanta view that 
Brahman, and not the Pradhana, is the cause of the world. Such 


smrtt texts are too numerous to be recounted.? 


To those who put forth their contention on the strength of 
smrtis Saikara shows the strength of the opposing smrtis. 


In the event of one smrti opposing another smrti its authority is 
decided by the criterion of its being in harmony with the sruti from 
which alone it derives its own validity.» Even the wisdom and the 
Yogic power of Kapila cannot have an access to the supersensible 
truths which can be declared only by the revealed scripture. Yogic 


power is obtained by the discipline in Dharma which, in turn, is made 





1 $vetasvatara Upanitsad: V, 2. 


2. Sankara quotes here the texts: ‘From that Brahman, the unmanifested of 
the nature of the three gunas was originated.” ““O Brahmaga! The unmani- 
fest merges in the attributeless Puruga”. ‘Narayana creates, supports and 
destroys all this.” ‘I am the progenitor and destroyer of all the worlds.” Gita: 
(VII-6). “From that Lord, Brahma and others are born, He is the material 
cause.’’ Apastamba siitra: 1-8, 23, 2. 


3. See the Mimamsa-Sitra of Jaimini, I-3.3. virodhe tu anapeksath syad asatihy 
anumanam, 
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known only by revelation through its injunctions. Thus Kapila’s 
power is derivative and cannot cast doubt on or call into question its 


own basis which is established prior to it. 


Even granting for the sake of argument that Kapila is esta- 
blished in his Yogic power independent of the revealed scripture, he 
isnot the only one of his kind. ‘There are many more and if and 
when a conflict arises between his words and those of others like him, 
it will be impossible to decide their relative merits except by an 


appeal to the authority of the revealed scripture. 


Nor can one blindly follow Kapila’s authority by a personal 
partiality and preference. Since the opinions of persons are bound 
or found to be varied, it is not easy to ascertain and determine the 
truth of anyone of them by themselves, except by an appeal to an 
authority which is at once independent of personal partialities and is 
infallible. Such an authority can be only the revealed scripture 


alone. 


A scriptural text was quoted to show the excellence of the 
wisdom possessed by Kapila. Such a text cannot, says Sankara, 
entitle us to give credence to Kapila’s doctrines if they are at variance 


with the scripture which, though, extol Kapila’s wisdom. 


Moreover, the word ‘‘ Kapila” in the text is a common name. 
There is no reason to believe that the name refers to Kapila who 
burnt the sons of Sagara to ashes and who was called Vasudeva in 


the smrtts. 


Again, the quoted text saying that the Lord made Kapila omnis- 
cient has the intention of conveying the omniscience of the Lord. 


The context is the place where the Lord is praised. 


There are also texts which extol Manu asa great authority 
whose testimony is the final answer‘. This shows that Manu is as 
trustworthy an authority as, if not more than, Kapila. And Manu 
has clearly declared that one who sees everything in the Self and the 
Self in everything attains the kingdom of the Self, none else.’ This 
statement is a direct rebuttal of Kapila’s standpoint which does not 


7A aes Sse ae 
4, yad vai kirhca manuravadat tad-bhesajam. Taittirtya Samhita, II, 2, 10, 2. 


5. Manus: XII, 91. 
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recopnige the perception of everything as the Self.© On the contrary, 
Kapila’s Sankhya admits plurality of selves. The Mahabharata makes 
it plain by asking whether the selves are many or one and answering 
that it is the Sankhya that holds the pluralist doctrine. It goes on to 
say, by way of refutation of the pluralist doctrine, that just as for 
all physical bodies earth is the one material cause, so the Self is 
for all. The Self is the witness of all that happens. It is not an object 
of knowledge. It is everything and everywhere and is one in all.’ 
Besides, the /‘a Upanisad categorically declares that for the wise man 
to whom everything is his own Self, there is no sorrow or delusion.* 


It is evident then that Kapila’s Safikhya is false because, in 
addition to postulating a Pradhana as an independent cause of the 
world, it preaches the plurality of selves contrary to the Vedic testi- 
mony and to the words of Manu who follows the Vedas faithfully. 
Vedas bear an authority of their own independently like the sun’s 
light revealing the objects. This cannot be said of Kapila who is 
after all a fallible human being, dependent on other sources of know- 
ledge for his information and his memory which is at a remove from 
a direct contact with reality. Pradhana and its evolutes which are 
the basic postulates of the Safikhy are neither given in experience nor 
are they mentioned in the scripture. Senses and the five elements 
are known to exist. But the Mahat, for example, is not a fact of 


experience and cannot, therefore, be incorporated in the smrti quite 
arbitrarily and inventively.° 


II 


The Saikhya doctrine can be shown to be hollow by a critical 
consideration on purely rational grounds also, apart from scriptural 
reference. Saikara now proceeds todoso. He sets forth first the 
Sankhya viewpoint. 

SE ere 

6. sarv@tmatvadars ana, 

7. ekaScarati bhittesu svairacari yatha sukham. 

8. VII, 

9 Where the term “mahat” does occur in the scripture, it does not refer to the 
Sankhya mahat. This has been made obvious in Sankara’s commentary on 


the Brahma-siitra (I-4.1). There is no validity for the concept of Maha 


which is an effect > therefore, the concept of Pradhana which is the cause is 
also invalid. > 
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If Brahman were, as the Vedantin would like to believe, the 
cause of the world, and not the Pradhana, the effect in that case 
will be quite different from the cause. The world, the effect, is inert 
material while Brahman, its cause, is spiritual and intelligent. It is 
found, asa rule, that the effect should partake of the nature of the 
cause. An article made of gold will have only the nature of gold. 


So, the world which is inert and material must have as its cause 


only something which is inert and material. The world whichis full 


of pleasure, pain and inertia must have been produced only from a 
principle that itself contains pleasure, pain and inertia potentially. 


That the world is inert and material is obvious by the fact that 
it subserves the ends and purposes of intelligent beings. That which 
is merely a subservient instrument to another cannot be equal in 
status to its user. Two lamps are not subservient to one another 
because they are equally self-luminous. The world and Brahman are 


not so. 


But do we not observe an intelligent man being as a servant 
used by another intelligent man who is his master? The Sankhya 
answers that even here, only the non-intelligent body-element in the 


intelligent servant is an instrument to the master. The intelligent 


part of the servant does not act.’° 


But does not scripture declare that the world is an effect of 
Brahman, an intelligent cause? Granted that the effect must 
partake of the nature of the cause, can it not be said that the world 
also is intelligent but that its intelligent character is concealed? It 
is not uncommon that intelligence is not perceptibly present even in 
intelligent beings, when they are asleep or in a swoon, for example. 
Similarly, it is not inconceivable that intelligence, though present, 
is not perceived in material entities. Such material entities, therefore, 
may be subservient instruments to intelligent souls, though in reality 
they have the same ontological status. Things that are the modifica- 
tions of one and the same earth are found to be so diverse as to be 
one subservient to others like flesh, broth, pap and the like. 


Similarly, the world, though essentially intelligent, may, by virtue 
——_————— 
10. It is upajana-apaya-charma-Silnya, according to Sankhya. It neither takes 


, 


nor gives. 
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of the special nature of its modification, serve for all practical pur- 


poses as an instrument of action for the intelligent souls. 


But is this, asks the Satkhya, tenable in the light of either ex- 
perience or scripture? Experience has a different tale to tell us. By no 
stretch of imagination can the world be said to be perceived to be 
intelligent. Scripture, too, leaves us inample doubt. For example, the 
Taittiriya text declares that the world is of the nature of knowledge 
and the absence of knowledge (II-6). The implication is that there 
is in the world at least an element which is contrary to the nature of 
Brahman which is consciousness, pure and simple. Certain texts 
ostensibly speak about the physical elements being endowed with 
intelligence.'' But, the reference here is not to the physical elements 
or the vital elements as such but to the divinities presiding over them. 
The Kausitakins do indeed use the word ‘divinity’ in connection 
with prana in order to dispel the notion of intelligence in the physical 
or bodily elements.'* 


There are again texts like ‘Agni having become speech entered 
into the mouth.”’’* So runs the argument of the Sankhya. 


III 


Now Sankara proceeds to show that all this is wrong. It is not 
absolutely true that from an intelligent cause non-intelligent effect 
cannot be produced. In the individual living body animated by 
intelligence, material things such as hair and nails are observed to 
grow and conversely, from material things like the cow-dung, 
scorpions and worms are seen to be produced. It may appear that 
only the physical bady of the scorpion is produced from the corres- 
ponding physical matter of the drug etc. But even then, Sankara 
urges, the body of the scorpion houses an intelligence while the 
cowdung does not do so. Hence, it is obvious in this instance that 


the effect is not the same as the cause. Similarly nails and hair grow 





11. To wit, Satapathabrohmana, VI. 1, 3,2 and 4, ‘‘The earthspoke”. “The 
waters spoke”. Chdndogya Upanisad: WVI-2. 3 and 4. ‘Fire thought”, 
“Water thought”. The Brhad@ranyaka text speaks as though the bodily 
elements like vital airs are intelligent. ‘These pranas went to Brahman’; 
“They said to speech”. (VI-1-7, 1.3.2.) 

12. Kausitaki: II. 14, 


13. Aitareya Aranyaka: IT, 4, 2, 4. 
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only on a live body. But the nature of the nail and hair is vastly 
different from the live body in which they grow. Even as physical 
formations, the nail and hair are appreciably different from the 


physical body from which they arise. 


Saikara then lays it down as a general principle that absolute 
identity between cause and effect is neither observed nor could be 
insisted on as the nature of causal relationship. Hence, the world 


phenomenon as an effect cannot be the same as its cause which is 


Brahman. 


If it were argued that in the case of nails and the body, scorpion 
and the cowdung there is at least materiality that is common, 
Sankara. answers that between Brahman and the world, too, there is 


a common feature of Being (saté@). 


Moreover, when it is said that Brahman is dissimilar to the 


world, is it suggested that 
a) all the characteristicsof Brahman are not found in the 
world or , 
b) not even one of the characteristics of Brahman is found in 
the world or 
c) only the characteristic of intelligence is not found in 


the world? 


The first suggestion is untenable because in the case of total 
identity, the cause-effect relationship will be meaningless, That 
relationship means some difference and dissimilarity between the 


cause and the effect. 


The second suggestion also is unacceptable because, as has 
already been pointed out, there is indeed the feature of ‘“‘being”’ that 


is common to the world and Brahman. 


The third suggestion is not satisfactory because it is impossible 
to show an instance of a thing which is unintelligent and is yet not 
the effect of Brahman. For, according to the Advaitin, the entire 


world is the work of Brahman.” 


——_—_—__—_.—n nn” ee : 
14. Ultimately, how the world has been produced from Brahman is a mystery. 

We will have to accept it only on the strength of thescripture. It is not 

open to human reason. ‘‘Who in truth knows it? Who could here proclaim 
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Finally, Advaitins who, following the scripture, hold that 
Brahman is the cause of the world will be able to explain without 
difficulty the text of the Taittiriya Upanisad. ‘“‘He became knowledge 
and the opposite of it’. It is open for them to say that intelligence 
is never absent in anything in creation and that it may in some 
places be manifest and in others unmanifest. But the Sankhya will 
be hard put to it to explain how on the hypothesis that Pradhana is 
the cause of the world, intelligence anywhere could appear at all 
even occasionally or exceptionally. 


A quite different consequence of the Advaita theory that 
Brahman is the cause of the world which is opposite to it in its 
characterstics now is presented as an objection. Ifthe world of the 
material nature were to be granted as proceeding from Brahman, 
then, it has alsoto be granted that something that was not there 
already in Brahman appears for the first time. This is asatkaryavada 
or Grambhavada'* which is not in the line of the Advaita Vedantin who 
is wedded to satkadryavada according to which the effect is prefigured 
in the cause and is not a de novo production. 


Satikara urges that the expression “prior non-existence” in the 
statement of asatkaryavada that the effect is non-existent in its cause 
prior to its production will be pure negation without anything there 
to be negatived. If the effect were non-existent in its cause, what is 
the meaning in saying that 7¢ is non-existent in its cause? What is zt 
that is referred to as non-existent? If there is nothing to which the 


word ‘non-existent’ refers, then the denial is pure negation which 
denies nothing. 


Sankara holds that, not merely prior to its production, but even 
after its production the effect does not exist apart from its cause. 
The analysis is as follows. 





it, when this creation arose?”? (Rg-veda Samhita, X, 129, 6). “That cannot 
be understood by reasoning’. (Katha Upanisad: 1-2, 9). The smrtis 
also declare: ‘‘Let not reason be used to things which are beyond under- 
standing.” Above all, the Git@ says: ‘‘Not the legions of the gods know 
my Origin, not even the great sages’. (X. 2) 


15. The effect is the counter-correlate of its own prior non-existence (svapraga- 
bhava pratiyogi) according to the Nyaya-VaiSsesika asatkaryavadins. 
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IV 


Sankara makes an analysis of the notion of cause and effect in 
order to show that theeffect is nothing over and above the cause. 
(1) The effect is observed only when there is the cause. The effect 
exists only when the cause exists, not when it does not exist. 
When clay exists, then its effects like pot exist. This is not so in 
the case of different unconnected things like a cow and a horse. 
Even the efficient cause of an effect is not necessarily present 
when the effect is present. For instance, when a pot exists, the 
potter need not necessarily exist. Therefore, we cannot speak of 
non-difference between the pot and the potter. Such a non-difference 
exists only between an effect and its material cause as in the case of 


pot and the clay. 


One may raise a question whether the above statement is 
everywhere true. For instance, smoke and fire are not non-different 
but yet smoke is observed only when fire exists. Thus even different 


things may as a rule coexist. 


But this is not so. Smoke is observed even when the fire which 
was its cause is mo more present. Sankara gives the example of 
herdsmen bottling up the smoke ina jar. Moreover, non-difference 
between cause and effect is not merely on the ground of being observed 
together but also being the content of a consciousness wherein the 
idea of the effect cannot exist without logically being connected with 
the idea of the cause.'® Obviously, such a kind of relationship does 
not exist between the smoke and the fire. Smoke is certainly 
produced by fire and therefore depends on the fire for its existence. 
But wherever fire is seen in experience smoke need not be, and fire 
is sometimes inferred from smoke. Thus, it :s not the case that fire 


and smoke are always perceived together. 


To take another example, threads and cloth which is constituted 
by them are non-different. The so-called cloth is only the threads in 
a particular texture. The cloth materially does not have an existence 


over and above the threads in that texture. 





16. As Anandagiri puts it: tadbhava-anuvidhayttvam and also éadbhana-anuvidhayt- 
tyam are the determinant of non-difference. 


b) 
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If we pursue this same line of reasoning, we will find that it 
holds true with regard to the threads and their constituent parts till 
we arrive at the position that the ultimate parts of the threads are 
the physical elements like earth, water and fire and that these again 
in their turn are one with ether (@kaSa) and that the ether is finally 
one with Brahman which is the material cause of everything that 


exists. 


Further, the effect is present in its cause, even prior to its pro- 
duction. This can be stated not merely on the authority of the scri- 


ptures but also on the strength of reason."’ 


If the effect were not preexistent in the cause, it can never be 
said to be produced from that cause. Oil cannot be produced from 
the sands. If this were possible, anything could be produced from 
anything else, thus annulling all order from the world. 


The fact that specific effects cannot be indiscriminately obtained 
from any set of conditions whatever is a proof that the effect is 
already contained in the cause and is not anything over and above its 
cause. Applying this theory of non-difference to Brahman and the 
world Safikara declares that the world as an effect is non-different 
from Brahman, its cause. 


The non - difference of the effect from the cause is a theory not 
unacceptable to the Sankhya. The point is, however, that Brahman, 
not the Pradhana, is the cause of the world. 


Satkara, however, interprets the texts‘® declaring the effect 
non-existent in the cause quite in consonance with his own 
doctrine. The reference to non-existence in’ the statements’® 


referred to above does not _ signify absolute non-existence 





17. Cp: Chandogya Upanigad: VI-2, 1; Aitareya Upanisad; 11, 4, 1, 1. “‘In the 
beginning, my dear, this was that only which is”. ‘‘Verily, in the beginning 
this was Self, one only”; In these scriptural statements the word ‘‘this’” 
appears in grammatical coordination with the word signifying ‘cause’ which 
fact demonstrates the same substratum for both. 


18. It may be objected: the scripture does not univocally speak of the effect 
being already contained in the cause. It also quite paradoxically states that 
the effect is non-existent. 


19. The reference is to the same Chandogya Upanisad (III, 19, 1) and also to 
the Taittiriya Upanisad (II, 7). “Non-existent, indeed, this was in the 
beginning.” 
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but only to a different state or quality. The differentiated 
world of name and form lies potentially as germ in Brahman, as 
any other worldly effect is in its cause. The scripture states therefore 
that the world is ‘‘non - existent’’ in its cause as differentiated.?° 
In other words, the world existed in an unevolved and undifferenti-. 
ated condition. The manifest world of name and form comes 
within sensory experience and is in ordinary language referred to 
as existent. In contrast to the word “existent”, the word ‘‘non - 
existent” is used in the scripture to signify the opposite sense of 
undifferentiated potential content. 


Those who maintain that effect is an emergent novelty not wholly 
contained in the cause account for the relation of the specific effect 
to its specific cause by the postulation of a special potency (ateSaya) 
by virtue of which, for instance, curds.can be obtained only from 


milk and not from anything else. 


But this does not carry much conviction with Safkara as it has 
to be satisfactorily explained whether this ‘‘special potency * 
antecedent condition of the effect. If it were so, then it amounts to 
accepting the theory that the effect preexists in the cause in whatever 


is an 


form. 


And the special potency must have some relation to the cause on 
the one side and to the effect on the other. In the absence of such a 
relation, it becomes inexplicable how a cause is a cause at all of its 


effect. 


It is equally mysterious how any force, unconnected with the 
process of causal production in any conceivable manner, can bring 
about a specific result from a specific cause. If it could, such arbit- 
rary assumption will mean indiscriminate and totally lawless causal 
connections which is the very negation of the orderly nature of the 


world and our experience of it. 


90. The word ‘non-existent’ in the scripture is to be understood by its comple- 
mentary statement which closely follows it: “That became existent’’, where= 
in ‘‘that” is the effect already contained in the cause. The word ‘‘was”’ in the 
text: “This was non-existent in the beginning“ is also indicative of the pre- 
existence of the effect in the cause. A mere negation can have no con- 


ceivable relation to time, past or present. 


36 


Again, such a factor cannot afford to be non-existent for the’ 
simple reason that a non-existent nothing can have no causal effici- 
ency. 


Not merely in factual order, but also in our experience of it, 
Safkara urges, the ideas of cause and effect are correlatives, like 


substance and quality, and unlike different things like a horse and a 
buffalo. 


What appears invariably together in experience can never be 
dismissed as chance or accident.?! Sankara seems to believe that 
intelligibility of our experience arises from the intelligibility of an 
objective physical order. An objective idealism based on an epistemo- 
logical realism characterises Sankara’s thinking here. Safkara 
is repeatedly seen to insist that what appears in experience cannot be 


dismissed by mere theoretical presupposition. This will be evident 
in the sequence. 


So, the world, as an effect, is non-different from its cause which 
is Brahman. 


Yet an objection could be raised against the doctrine that it is 
Brahman that is the cause of the world from another point of view.” 
If Brahman were the cause of the entire world and if the world as an 
effect were basically non-different from Brahman, the incidence of all 
the defects in the system of the world affecting Brahman which ought 
to be blemishless must have to be faced. 


Again, the Advaita of Safikara holds that Brahman, the ultimate 
reality, is one with the individual self.2* Consequently certain con- 





21, II-1-18. The Brahma-siitras (II-1-19, 20), according to Sankara, illustrate 
this fact by the example of folded cloth and of vital airs. The folded piece 
of cloth is the same as the unfolded one. Only the details like its length are 
manifestly known when it isunrolled. The cloth itself is unmanifest in the 
causal condition and by the suitable operations of shuttle, loom, weaver and: 
SO on, it becomes manifest and is then called the effect. To take the example 
of vital airs, one and the same air discharges diverse functions like that of 
Prana, Apana etc. When the breath is held, all the diversified functions are 
withdrawn into the causal condition. So, the various causes and effects are 
but manifestations of one and the same primal cause. 


22. SB Tet o1. 
23. Sce Chandogya: VI, 3, 2; IV-8, 7. 
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clusions follow from the above premise of Advaita creating difficul- 
ties. To wit, we will have to grant that the creative power of 
Brahman is possessed by the individual self also. This being the case, 
the individual self must create only that which is good and pleasant 
for itself; not what is painful to it like birth and death, old age and 
disease. Indeed, one does not willingly build a prison for him to 
enter and spend his life-time. Since, the individual self is free, it is 
to be hardly expected that it will entangle itself voluntaritl in pain — 
and suffering in any manner. It may even wilfully avoid the results 
of its own doings disowning the responsibility therefor if they turn 
out te be irksome and uncomfortable. It will see to it that pleasure 


alone is its lot. 


Moreover, if it were the individual self that created the world, 
as the Advaitic presuppositions would lead one to believe, it should? 
remember this act of creation asits own. But this is hardly the case’ 


with anyone of us. 


As the magician is never deluded by his feats and is at liberty to’ 
close the show at his free choice and will, the individual self must be 
free to bring the world-process to an end and absorb it back again into 
itself at its own free choice. The hard realities are, however, other-, 
wise. An individual self is not able to do anything even with regard, 
to his own bodily existence, let alone the world. Such are the diffi- , 
culties that Saikara is now obliged to answer and he proceeds to do, 
sO. 

At the first instance, Safikara makesit clear that Brahman is not’ 
the same as the embodied self which is but the ego involved in the’ 
body-mind complex.*‘Ego vanishes with the dawn of right knowledge. 


> 


What remains is the pure Self which is Brahman. 





24. See Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, Il, 4,5, 1V-3 35; Chandogya: V1-8, 1, VIII-7. 
1. for the declaration of difference between the embodied soul as Sach and’ 
Brahman, Sankara says that non-difference is the truth while difference; 
is illusory. Difference of the ether at large and the same ether delimited by 
a box does not nullify the non-difference of ether which is the truth. 
Sankara gives numerous examples to show that though Brahman is one of 
uniform nature it may phenomenally be many. (1) Earth is of one nature;’ 
yet, admits of a variety of forms such as diamonds, crystals and ordinary 
stones and (2) Seeds sown in the same soil grow into plants as varied as 
sandalwood and cucumber different in their fruits and flowers and foliage 
and fragrance. (3) One and the same food eaten turns into blood, nai, nail 


and soon. (S.B. II-1-23). 
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- Secondly, Brahman, by definition, is pure and free. Nothing 
affects it; in fact, its freedom is precisely that of immutability. There 
is nothing that obstructs its knowledge and power. (Therefore, 
creatorship, if at all it were real, belongs to Brahman alone, not to 
the embodied soul. The ‘“‘embodied’’ condition is a product of 
ignorance (avidy@). 


An objection now is raised as to how Brahman could create the 
world. Being defined as pure intelligence and one without a second, 
Brahman evidently does not have any instruments to work with. 
Things are produced in the world by craftsmen and artisans with the 
help of instruments and tools. 


This objection, too, is invalid because instances are not wanting 
even in our everyday world where effects just take place spontane- 
ously in the things by virtue of their own inner constitution. For 
‘example, milk turns into curds of its own accord by dint of its 
own atomic structure. Water, similarly, turns into ice spontaneously 
and naturally. 


One cannot rejoin that in the cases of milk and water becoming 
curds and ice respectively, external factors like heat or cold as the 
case might be are at work. For, milk and water possess by them- 
selves the power to change into curds and ice respectively. Such 
external factors like heat and cold only aid and accelerate the process. 
If milk and water did not possess the power imtrinsically, no outside 
agency whatever its magnitude, can make them change into curds 
and ice. Can heat and cold make air change into curds and ice? The 


heat etc., are only cooperative auxiliary causes that quicken and 
complete the causal transformation. 


If this were the case with the natural objects like milk and water, 
the possibility of Brahman being independent of any external instru- 
ment as aid to it can easily be imagined.” 


But has Safikara succeeded in his attempt by using the above 
examples? Are they examples at all? Milk turning into curds or 


—_—_—_—_—_—_—_—_—__.., 


25: SvetaSvatara Upanisad declares: “There is no effect, no instrument known of 
him, no one is seen like unto him or better, his high power revealed as 
manifold, as inherent, acting as force and knowledge.” (VI-8). 
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water turning into ice are mechanical events taking place according 
to the laws of physical nature. Because the things involved are 
material. But the case of Brahman is vastly different because Brah- 
man is intelligent. And intelligent beings are well known to employ 
implements. For instance, the potter starts his work with the appro- 
priate instruments. Such an aid of instruments is unthinkable in the 
case of Brahman which does not admit of an other. 


Safikara’s reply to this is that Brahman .is such an intelligent 
being that it can create without implements. Such a thing is not in- 
conceivable because even Yogins with great spiritual power are able 
to produce things by the exercise of their mere will without any 
external aid. Even a spider is seen to be capable of weaving a web 
from out of itself without requiring any instrument outside it. The 
female crane is seen to conceive without a male. The lotus creeper 
passes from one pond to another without a means of conveyance. 
Such could be the power of Brahman also which is incomparably 
greater than any of these. 


But are Sankara’s examples free still from difficulties? All of 
those beings which are supposed to create by sheer will without an 
extraneous aid are using their bodies with which they are endowed. 
Even the Yogis are not disembodied spirits. The spider weaves its 
web with its saliva. The female crane conceives by the sound of 
thunder. The lotus creeper is able physically to move just like any 
other creeper which winding itself round a tree climbs it, but not as 
a mere disembodied intelligence. But Brahman is, unlike any one 
of these instances, disembodied pure intelligence. Hence what is 


true of them cannot be true of Brahman. 


datikara tells us in answer that the examples cited are intended 
to show that all cases of creation are not on a par and that there 


may be instances where the external implements need not be used as 


they are done by a worker like a potter. And we must remember 


that we are treating of the highest spiritual reality. It is not, there- 
fore, unreasonable to assume such extraordinary powers in the case 
of Brahman creating the world. That is all what the examples seck 


to show. 
Yet another criticism of the doctrine of Brahman being the crea- 


tive intelligence is offered now. Granting that Brahman is the cause 
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‘of the world, it follows that Brahman must wholly transform itself 
into the world as Brahman does not have parts. If it had parts it 
will be subject to mutation. If, on the other hand, Brahman wholly 
changed into the world, it will cease to exist. Moreover, if Brahman 
wholly transformed itself into the world, if can be known easily in 
the form of the world and the exhortation of the scripture addressed 
to men to seek it is purposeless. 


The reply is: Brahman is the cause of the world and yet it does 
not change into the world either in parts or asa whole.?° The 
‘argument that if Brahman is wholly transformed, it will be open to 
‘perception is unwarranted because while the effect is perceived, the 
‘cause may remain unperceived. 


While it is solely on the authority of the scripture that Sankara 
bases his doctrine that Brahman is partless and that yet creation pro- 
ceeds from Brahman alone, he tries to show by ‘reasoning based on 
experience that it is not mere faith to be blindly accepted. For 
instance, - gems, spells, herbs and the like are observed to have 
powers which produce diverse and even opposite effects even as time 
place and occasion differ. And a bare reasoning independent of an 
authoritative instruction will not be able to discover the why and 
the wherefore of such phenomena. If it were the case even with 
ordinarily observable occurrences, it is much more difficult to 
fathom the mysterious powers of the highest reality except through 
the insights of the scripture.”” 


The crux of Satkara’s understanding is that the socalled 
creation of the world is not a real transformation at all. Only if it 
were so, the question whether Brahman changes into the world 





26, This is borne out by ever so many scriptural passages, to wit, Chandogya 
Upanisad, III-12, 6 which says: ‘One foot of Him are all things, three 
feet are what is immortal in heaven’’. Also, passages telling us that in the 
dreamless sleep, the soul is united with Brahman residing in the heart will 
be inexplicable except when the soul is different from Brahman. 


27. Sankara holds that while reason has its own legitimate area of use and 
application, it is futile in some other areas as an instrument of knowing. 
Reason has its own limits beyond which it lands us in ‘transcendental 
illusions”. Sankara quotes a verse with approval. ‘Do not apply reason 
to what is unthinkable”. Evidently, there are ways of knowing other than 
reason and sensory observation. 
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either wholly or partly is legitimate. And material transformation is 
not the only way of producing a phenomenon. Brahman is not so 
much the cause of an effect as the substrate of an illusory manifesta- 
tion of the world in it. Just as a winding piece of rope appears as a 
snake, Brahman appears as the world. Just as the rope is just the 
substrate of the snake-illusion and, so, remains unaffected by the 
snake-illusion in it, Brahman, being merely the substrate of the 
world-illusion it, remains unaffected by the appearance and dis- 
appearance of the world init. Again, just as it is the ignorance of 
the rope lying there is the stuff and substance of the snake-illusion 
in it, the ignorance of Brahman is the stuff and substance of the 
world-illusion. When the rope is known, the illusory snake is dis- 
pelled. Similarly when Brahman is known, the world-illusion is 


destroyed. This is the meaning and message of the text “‘not this, 
not this’’.*° 


To take another example, it is ordinarily known to everyone 
that in dream one creates objects of experience*’ which are but 
illusions since they disappear on waking. All the same, the dream 
visions appear so concrete, substantial and real. The seeming reality 


is thus no proof for true reality. 


That creations are possible without any real change in the locus 
-s further shown by the instance of a magician who juggles out 
objects without anything taking place really under the si at all. 
Unity and identity of Brahman, therefore, may remain undisturbed 
even as the world of the manifold variety is concretely presented. 


Yet another objection to the doctrine of Brahman being the 
cause of the world arises on the ground of the creation having a 
purpose. What could be the purpose of UROL If 1 hee had 
any purpose to be achieved by the process of creation, it ceases to be 


independent and self-sufficient. If it had no purpose, then creation 


will be..motiveless. Without a motive or a goal to be realized, 


creation itself will not have even an initial impetus. If creation is, 


Se 
28. Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, 1V-2, 4. 
99. Brhadaranyaka Upanisad puts it: ‘‘There are no chariots (in deca), 
no horses, no roads, but he himself creates chariots, horses and roads, 


(IV-3.10). 
6 
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nonetheless, said to be motiveless, that will harm the concept of 
Brahman as the omniscient reality. Unthinking activity will be the 
very antithesis of Brahman’s own description. 


Sankara answers this objection in accordance with the Brahma- 
sutras (II—1—33) that creation is but a play of the Lord (Brahman). 
It is a matter of common observation that princes, for example, 
who could obviously afford the luxury of sport, take to it, not out 
of any compulsion but out of free sense of a play. Safikara then 
compares this creative act of God to the natural event of breathing. 
Creation proceeds out of God’s own nature.*® Beyond that, no 
particular reason could be given.*' It is beyond inquiry and as such 
should be considered a mystery to the human imagination. The 
nearest analogies are sport and breathing. Considering the fact that 
we are dealing with the creator of the universe, nothing should be 
impossible to Him and nothing of His activity could be explicable as 
ordinary works of man are in terms of their antecedent conditions 
and causes. The sheer magnitude of the architectonic of the world 
defies conventional explanation. The world is there we know not 
how or why. We are left with only frailimageries and inane analo- 
gies. Our moulds of understanding are completely inadequate and 
unequal to the stupendous task. Even in the activities like the 
sport, we could, if we would, discern some motive or other in 
terms of entertainment or health. But in God’s activity, we are left 
with no clue for, there could be, so far as we could see, nothing 
that He wants and that He does not possess. 


Again, when all is said and done, says Sankara, creation is not 
strictly the truth. On the contrary, that it is not real is the truth. 
Even scripture talks occasionally of creation only to make us enquire 
and lead us on to the truth of no-creation or Advaita.** The notions 


of creation are relegated to: the limbo of avidya or ignorance. 


We shall now notice yet another objection. This time it refers 


to the contingence of partiality and cruelty that would befall God if 
he were the creator of the world. 





30. svabhava. S.B., 1I-1-33. 
31. S.B., IT-1-33. 
920. WS, Dey Le. 33; 
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The world does not offer the same fare to everyone equally. 
Some are happy; some are unhappy and some others are swinging 
from one to the other uncertainly. If God were the source of these 
situations, He must be declared to be partial to some with no 
ostensible reason. He seems to rule like an arbitrary despot. To 
him should then be ascribed malice and passion, like and dislike 
which qualities rebel against His overpowering goodness He is 
supposed to possess by definition. Moreover, He is the cruellest 
person inflicting pain and sorrow all round on innocent and unsus- 
pecting souls with least justification. Hence it is better not to 
involve God (Brahman) in this creation of dubious virtue. 


Sankara’s answer to this objection is based on a moral argu- 
ment. The creaturely beings of creation are morally responsible for 
their own doings for ill or well. Creation is God’s own handiwork but 
the world set for the stay of the souls is what the souls themselves 
make or mar. God dispenses an initial freedom to all to use that 
freedom as they will. The joys and sorrows of the souls, then, are 
what they bring on themselves. The inequalities are the soul’s own 
making. God’s function is limited to apportion aud award the just 
results weighing the virtue of actions in the balance of justice. 


The rainfall is a common source of sustenance for a variety of 
plants to grow on the soil like rice and barley which grow differently 
according to the individual potencies of their seeds. Similarly, God 
+s common to everything. The differences arise determined by the 


free acts of the souls.** 


But, how, it may be asked, and why were there differences 
among the souls at the very commencement of creation when there 
could have been no earlier free acts of the souls meriting inequality 
among them? Sankara’s argument thus suffers from the logical 
fallacy of circular reasoning. Inequality is caused by the works and 


works are caused by inequality. 


To this. Saikara replies that the question of beginning can 
never be settled. We can only speak of acts and their results as we 





33. cp. Kausitaki Upanigad, III, 8. Brhadaranyaka Upanisad: 111-2, 13, Bhagavad= 
gita: IV-II. 
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observe them. We can only say that the seed and the sprout, acts 
and their results are there beginninglessly. Which is first, hen or the 
egg is a conundrum as old as the hills. 


If anything, it isa puzzle which human reason can never hope 
to solve. Itis an instance of the signal failure of human reason. 
Safikara would urge, as he has repeatedly done, that the puzzle is not 
solved in terms of an answer on the plane of reason but dissolved as 
something that is born of the notion that creation and all its inequa- 
lities are real to contend with. This notion is the child of ignorance. 
Brahman alone being real, the creation is illusory presentation- 
Questions regarding the details of this phantom are bound to 
remain unanswerable. Outside this charmed circle of this phantom 
there are no questions to be answered. 


That the world is beginningless can be shown by reasoning. 
If the world has a beginning, such a beginning will be de novo, an 
absolute novelty having no antecedent conditions and causes If it 
had such conditions and causes the series will reach back to an 
infinite past and then the world will be beginningless. If the world 
were, therefore, de novo, one consequence of all this will be that 
even the released souls that exist already will lapse back into bondage. 
This is because the world scheme is causeless. A causeless creation 
will be chaos wherein anything can happen without law. 


Again, the unequal experiences of pleasure and pain will be 
rendered causeless. We are led into a logical seesaw if we probe 
into the beginning of things de novo. Hence we must be satisfied 
with saying that the world is beginningless series like seed and sprout. 
For the rest of it, we are constrained to say that the entire notion of 
creation is born of avidy@ or ignorance.** Creation being a mystery 
and a wonder, nothing short of a power of maya which defies descrip- 
tion could do justice to the problem of world creation.*® 





34. See Bhagavad-gita: XV-3. The Rg Veda Samhita: (X, 190, 3) says ‘‘ The- 
creator earlier created sun and moon’’, showing thereby that there was 
always an “‘earlier’’. ig : 


35: See S. B. II-1. os 


CHAPTER VI 


Refutation of the Sankhya System—II 


Objects of the world having a common property are seen to be 
produced from a common cause. Pot, jug and jar exhibiting in their 
make the characteristics of clay are traced to clay as their common 
material cause. The worldly objects similarly display the common 
characteristics of pleasure, pain and inertia (dullness). This fact 
indicates that the world is the product of a common cause which has 
in it the possibilities of pleasure, pain and inertia. Since the world is 
an inert physical system, its cause also must be physical in nature, 
constituted by the above three characteristics. According to Sankhya, 
this physical material cause of the world is pradhana or prakrtt,' 


Sankara’s criticism 

(1) The inert Pradhana can never evolve on its own accord 
and, what is more, can never work with a specific purpose of serving’ 
the ends of the souls, which according to the Sankhyas is the case. An 
inert object with a definite purpose and a structural design governed 
by that purpose is never observed to have come into being without 
an intelligence behind it. Dwelling places, pleasure-gardens and 
beds, for instance, which subserve the purposes of living or playing or 
sleeping, are with foresight planned by the calculating intelligence 


of man. 


If we look into the world stretched out before us, it falls into two 
classes of the physical objects with no life in them and physical 
bodies in which life is present. In either of these classes, there 
seems to be a design and a structure which are ingenious and in many 
cases beyond the comprehension of the best of the scientists. Such 





1. See Ifvarakrsna’s Sankhyakarika, 12,13, 15. See also Sankhya-pravacana- 
stitra, I, 129 ff. 
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a wonderful architectonic cannot be the work ofa blind materia 
force organising itself by blind chance mechanical automatism. 


Stones and clods of earth are not observed to have this power of 
self-organisation. On the contrary, they themselves are the result of 
a prior organisation of forces like sattva, rajas and tamas in terms of 
Satkhya. Any organised matter (and all matter is organised) pre- 
supposes a plan. Plan is always the act of an intelligence. Material 
forces as well as efficient causes must be taken together in giving an 
account of an organised physical object.’ : 


(2) The argument of the Sankhya that Pradhana constituted by 
the three gunas must be the cause of the world because everything in 
the world exhibits these three gunas carries no conviction. It cannot 
be maintained that all the classes of objects of the world share the 
same three gunas. Some classes of things are internal states of mind 
while some others are external objects. Pleasure, pain etc., are 
internal experience and states of the mind while the sense objects 
that produce them like sound and colour are external in space and 
time. The latter, thus, are the operative causes of the former’ 
Hence toclass them together as though their natures are one and 
the same and then to conclude that their cause, therefore, must be 
common and the same is false. 


What is more, the same sense-object like sound is foundto 
produce different, nay, even opposite effects in different people. 
One and the same sound, for example, excites pleasure in one and 
produces the opposite reaction in another.* As Vacaspati puts it 
in his Bhamati, the same sandal paste gives an agreeable feeling in the 
hot summer but causes a disagreeable chill in winter. It is evident, 
therefore, that objects are not inherently endowed with the character- 
stics of pleasure and pain. Otherwise, pleasurable objects will be 
pleasurable always irrespective of time, place and persons. This 
goes to show that the so-called characteristics of pleasure, pain etc., 
are not in the objects. That means that they are not shared by every- 


2. S. B, I1-2- I. 


3. As Vacaspati puts it, man also like the camels could eat thistles and thrive, 
on the Sankya hypothesis. Because, on that hypothesis, to be a man ora 
camel does not make a difference to the thistles being food. 
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thing in common with the result that we cannot infer Pradhana as 


the common cause for all the world. 


(3) The Sankhyas infer the existence of Pradhana from the limi- 
tedness of things. Anything that is an effect is an aggregation of 
several causes and conditions. Since the world is observed to have 
this finite character of a product, there must be, the Sankhya says, 


an unlimited cause and that is Pradhana. 


But Satikara asks whether the Pradhana itself is not constituted 
by the three gunas. Ifso, since the gunas themselves are not one 
but three, they must be supposed to be inherently limited products, 
which admission will involve the limitedness being carried into the 


very heart of Pradhana. 


(4) Further it is not necessary to assume that non-intelligent 
effects must be solely produced by non-intelligent causes alone. For, 
objects like houses, beds and gardens are, though non-intelligent, 
are produced with some intelligence presiding over the production. 


(5) The Sankhya doctrine believes that once the constituent 
gunas are disturbed out of their equilibrium, evolution proceeds and 
specific effects begin to appear. But, Sankara asks, how could the 
equilibrium disturbed of itsown accord? If there were no specific 
reason for the disturbances it may always be disturbed or may not 
be disturbed at all* as a result of which specific effects are evolved. 
And again, specific effects are seen in the world to be produced only 
by some intelligence, as for instance, in the pot made from clay by a 
potter or the chariots drawn by horses. The seen is the clue to the 


unseen.° 


(6) It will be rewarding to ask the question here: (a) Does the 
activity belong to that in which it is actually observed, or (b) to that 
due to the conjunction with which it is observed? 


The Sankhya position is that activity should be attributed to 
that in which it is seen. The activity and the locus in which it is seen 
are matter of direct observation. For instance, both the chariot and 





4. S.B- II-2-4, 
“a¥ SB, II-2. 2. 
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its movement are seen in direct perception. But mere intelligence is 
never observed as the locus of any activity as the chariot is.° 


To this Sankara replies taking the second of the above two 
alternatives first. It is not as if activity does not belong to the phy- 
sical object. The chariot, for instance, certainly moves. But the 
Advaitin’s contention is that the movement of the chariot with a 
specific purpose of reaching a place is caused by an intelligence. This 
purposeful movement takes place when there is an intelligence pre- 
sent and does not'take place when there is no intelligence present. By 
the application of this method of difference, it is well established that 
intelligence is necessary for any purposeful movement of a physical 
object like a chariot or a human body. For another instance, fire as 
such is nowhere seen; but without that fire, no object could burn or 
shine. Burning is present or absent as the fire is present or absent. 
Fire is not said to be the property of the burning material like wood 
even by the materialists. In the same way, they should admit that, 
though mere intelligence as such, unembodied, is not seen directly 
but only through some body that is physical and acting, intelligence 
as such exists apart from that physical body which it actuates.” 


(7) Consequent on the above conclusion, the further question 
arises how the mere intelligence is capable of acting on a body. Mere 
intelligence is devoid of an activity like motion. It bas to be explai- 
ned how a motionless intelligence can impart motion to a physical 


object. 


_ Sankara answers this by affirming that motionless cause is 
observed importing motion to objects. For instance, the magnet 
gravitates the iron and makes it move without itself moving. Colours, 
for another instance, cause movements in the sense-organs though 





6. The existence of the intelligent soul is a matter of inference only. What we 
observe is only the body acting. Only living body acts; not the non-living. 
From this difference we make the inference, Hence, the materialists urge, 
when there is a body in action intelligence is observed through that and is 
never observed like that except through some body in action. If anything, 
therefore, intelligence is an attribute of the body, 


7. The refutation of the materialists by Sankara is rather incidental. But it is 
important since sometimes Sankhya is poised on the verge of materialism, 
which it certainly is not. A criticism of materialism by Sankara is given in 
some other part of this monograph, ; ; 
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they themselves are motionless. Hence, there could be an unmoving 
mover, who is God.° 


(8) The difficulties are not over yet because there are instances 
where non-intelligent entities are seen to work for the benefit of 
something else. Milk flows from the body of the cow for the nourish- 
ment of the calf; water flows on its own accord nurturing the trees 
and plants. Hence, to do an act, a thing need not be intelligent; 
nor need it be aware of the purpose. Hence Pradhana may function 


in a similar fashion. 


Sankara makes a short work of this analogy by saying that milk 
from the body of the cow flows only because the cow is an intelligent 
being and secretes milk out of love for her calf. Similarly, water 
flows, not of its own accord, but because of the unevenness of the 
ground.® In even surface it stands still. 


(9) To continue the illustration of the cow, when the cow eats 
the grass, it turns into milk. There is no known means of converting 
the grass into milk. But it takes place in the bodily chemistry of the 
cow. Therefore, we should assume that the inert grass turns into 
milk by an automatism requiring no aid or interference from any in- 
telligent source. Similar could be the evolution of Pradhana, so 


contends the Sankhya. 


Sankara points out that grass turns into milk only when eaten 
by a cow or some other female species of animals. It is not seen to 
happen in the case of a bull. This very fact of cow or the mother 
alone being able to get the grass transformed into milk which is in 
coordination with the needs of the life and growth of the calf 





8. Strictly apeaking, such questions as these belong, to the realm of maya. 
Reality does not have room for any such questions for the simple reason that 
creation is an illusory process. One does not have to wrestle with such 
problems as that of the Prime Mover. 


9. Strictly this is not an act of the water at all. By an act, we should under- 
stand a function with a purpose. Water itself does not havea purpose. Here 
“use” and ‘“‘purpose” have been confused by the Sankhya. Water has a 
use but it is for an intelligent being or a live being. The plants make “‘use”’ 
of water. Such purposes of plants being nourished by water falls under the 


general plan of creation. Hence there is nothing in the world, says 
Sankara, that is not in one way or another subservient to his design and 


purpose. 


id 
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demonstrates, according to Sankara, the master - plan of an omnis- 
cient God. There are in God’s scheme things which men will not be 
able to do or even to understand,’° 


(10) Granting for the sake of argument that Pradhdna is 
spontaneously active without requiring any intelligence, it has to be 
shown whether it has any purpose to fulfill. The Sankhya believes 
that the Pradhana evolves only for the purpose of the Puruga or the 
soul. What could that purpose be? Either (1) it is enjoyment of 
the soul or (2) its release or (3) bothor (4) satisfaction of desire 
or (5) the usefulness of the powers of Purusa and Pradhana. 


It is not the first because the soul, ex Aypothesi, is essentially 
indifferent and no pleasure or pain could in the very nature of its 
case accrue toit. Pradhana at best can provide only a sourceor a 
theatre of enjoyment for the soul with the result that the soul will 
have no chance of getting release. It is not the second because the 
soul is essentially pure and eternally released. Moreover. the supposi- 
tion that Pradhana supplies the objects of experience to the soul will 
have to be abandoned. 


If the third, since the objects of the Pradhana are infinite in 
number and variety, there will be no end to enjoyment and no 
chance of release. If it were the case that even a little enjoyment 


will do in order that one is released, then all will be released at the 
same time. 


If the fourth. no desire could possibly exist either in the Pradhana 
which is unintelligent or in the Purusa which is pure. 


If the fifth, that is, if Pradhana were not active, as otherwise 
its blind creative power and the guiding power of intelligence will 
be profitless, both the creative power of Pradhana and the guiding 
power of Purusa’s intelligence are eternal and consequently, the 


process of evolution will never cease. No release of the soul could be 
visualised. 


10. Even the digestive system is adapted, not merely to the nourishment of the 
mother - cow, but also to that of the calf that is going to be born. It is par 
of the life-scheme, not contemplated by man but only by the Creator. 
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(11) The Saikhya compares the Pradhana to a blind man and 
the Purusa toa lame man both of whom, having lost their way and 
meeting by chance, come to an understanding that the blind man 
will carry the lame man on his shoulders and the lame manon his 
part will lead the blind man showing him the road to reach their 
destinations. Similarly, Pradhana though active lacks vision and 
Purusa though intelligent lacks the powerof action. Cooperating 
with each other, both realise their goals. 


Sankara’s criticism of this analogy is that the Safikhya here 
has abandoned its original stand that Pradhana does not require any 
intelligence as its aid. It has also abandoned the stance that Puruga 


is inactive and indifferent. 


The analogy itself is wrong. In the case of the lame and the 
blind man the lame can understandably guide the blind man by 
words. But Puruga does not have even this much of an action 
because by definition it is devoid of action and qualities. It cannot 
put forth any energy to impart momentum to the Pradhana. 


It cannot be suggested that Puruga moves the Pradhana by its 
mere presence in the neighbourhood as the magnet does a piece of 
iron. For, the proximity of the magnet to the iron is occasional 
while the proximity of the Puruga to Prakrtiis permanent. This 
will mean that the evolution will be everlasting and, asa result, the 
Sanikhya system will lose its very basis which is that of release of 


the soul. 


(12) The three gunas of the Pradhana have no particular 
reason to lose their independence and fall into relative subservience 
or inferiority. If, for the sake of an argument, it is supposed that 
even in their state of equipoise, the gunas enter into relative subser- 
vience of one to the others, being essentially unsteady. even then, the 
orderly way in which the gunas develop will not be possible without 
a superintending intelligence. Since no such intelligence is present 
or admitted in the Sdfikhya, the supposed inequality of the gunas will 
be there always or not at all. 


(13) Sankara now presents the inner contradictions in the 
system of the Safkhya. The Sankhya is not consistent in the enu- 
meration of senses. Sometimes it is said that there are seven senses 
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sometimes eleven. In some places the system tells us that the subtle 
elements evolve from the mahat; in other places, from ahankara. 
Again, the internal organs are said to be three, buddhi, ahatikara and 
manas; sometimes one only, namely buddht. 


(14) The very possibility of release on Sankhya account 
becomes dubious because, according to them ; the cause of bond age 


is delusive power of tamas. If this were so, since tamas, the germ of 
non-discrimination, is one of the triune gunas and thus eternal, 
bondage will be eternal. If it were suggested that this tamas can be 
overcome by the sativa power of wisdom, there is no part icular 
reason adduced by the Sanikhya why any guna should at any time 
rise or fall in dominance. 


(15) Pradhana being after all real and eternal, the cause of 
suffering and bondage can never be removed. ; 





CHAPTER VII 
Refutation of Sankhya—III 


The Sattkhyas claim that Pradhana is the cause of the world.. 
This Pradhana, the Sankhyas say, is inferable by reason. Sometimes 
they also claim that Pradhana is taught in the scripture as the cause 
of the world.! Certain statements of the scripture which the Advai- 
tins think declare Brahman as the cause of the world really refer to 
Pradhana and must appropriately be construed thus. Brahman is 
said to be omnipotent but it is a description which will suit Pradhana 
very well. Pradhana is the potentiai cause, contains all the effects 
within it germinally and therefore can be said to be omnipotent. 


Similarly, omniscience also can be attributed to Pradhana. 
Omniscience is perfect knowledge. Knowledge is born of sattva 
quality.?. Only because they possess such a knowledge, the Yogis are 
famed as omniscient beings living ina body. When sattva-quality is 
excellently in abundance, unlimited knowledge comes to be 


possessed. 


A disembodied being can have uo knowledge at all, whether 
omniscient or no. A body with the instruments of knowing which 
are the products of Prakrti is alore capable of knowing. And 
Prakrti is constituted by the three gunas known as Sattva, rajas and 
tamas. So knowledge which is the product of sattva belongs to 
Prakrti alone; not to the Self (Puruga) which is of the nature of pure 
consciousness. Pure consciousness cannot be the seat of knowledge 
unless it is associated with the Prakrti with sattva as one of its 


constituents. 


It is for the above reasons that the scripture calls Pradhana as 


omniscient figuratively, though Pradhana is in itself inert. 





1. for example Chandogya: VI-2.1 
2. See Gita XIV, 17: sattvat samjayate jnanam. 
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Even the Vedantins who hold that Brahman is omniscient should 
grant Pradhana to be omniscient since it is, as shown above, the seat 
and source of omniscient knowledge. Again, if Brahman is omni- 
scient, the question arises whether such an omniscient knowledge as 
that of Brahman is eternal or non-eternal. It cannot be the former 
because an eternal knowledge will not be in need of a function for it 
to arise. This will entail the consequence that Brahman will not 
have the choice and the initiative to acquire the omniscience by 
a special exercise of its cognitive faculties. If, on the contrary 
omniscience were non-eternal, there will be times when Brahman will 
be devoid of omniscience. If Brahman at those times were said to be 
potentially omniscient, though not actually, Pradhana stands a better 


chance because it is the seat of sativa and therefore, it is potentially 
the seat of omniscience. 


Further, the Advaitins urge that prior to creation, Brahman 
does nothing and is bereft of all changes. At that time, there is no 
conjunction with body, mindetc., which are products of creation. 
When thus the cognitive apparatus is absent there can be no genesis 
of any knowledge, not to mention omniscient knowledge. Again, 
Pradhana is admittedly subject to change and consists of parts and 
therefore there is no difficulty in its being the cause of the world. 
Brahman cannot be thus, being partless. 


Sankara’s Criticism 


The cause of the world stated in the scripture cannot be the inert 
Pradhana. However much Pradhana is sought to be established by 


reasoning and inference, it certainly does not have the sanction of the 
scripture. 


The expressions ‘sat’ etc., in the scripture do not refer to 
Pradhana,* for the simple reason that Pradhana is not compatible 
with the expression ‘It contemplated’’.* In ‘‘All this was existent in 
the beginning” the expression ‘this’ refers to the world and this world 
is said to be the existent Brahman before name and form were evolved. 


 ——— 


3. The Chandogya states that one should know the sat as the cause from fire, the 
effect: tejasa@ Sungena san-millam anviccha, Again: sadeva somya tdam agra Gsit. 
(Chandogya: VI-2,1), “Only existent was in the beginning.” The “‘sat’”” here 
is said by the Sankhya to be Pradhana, 


4. Chandogya: V1-2.3. 
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The same existent reality (sat) is then said to create fire etc., after a 
contemplative act (iksana).° 


The argument advanced by the Safikhya that Prakrti can be 
omniscient because one: of its constituents is sattva is also wrong. 
Prakrti is constituted, not only by sattva, but also by rajas and tamas. 
And, Prakrti is nothing more than the state of equilibrium of these 
three elements. Evidently sattva in this state is offset by the other two 
elements. So knowledge and omniscience due to the overwhelming 
force of sattva cannot take place. In other words, sattva does not 


have a prerogative over the other two. 


Moreover, omniscience is a special function of cognition anda 
cognitive act can never occur without being associated with a basic 


consciousness. Mere physical matter is blind. 


The omniscience of the Yogis is accountable by the fact that 
they are conscious and intelligent beings, though possessed of a 
body. 


If it were said that an intelligent act like that of contemplation 
is intelligible on the analogy of the iron ball becoming hot by being 
heated, though heat belongs to the fire, it is replied that in that case 
the primary principle of consciousness is of the Self only and it is 
borrowed as it were by the Pradhana. Hence the Self or Brahman 


is omniscient and it is the cause of the world. 


With reference to the Safkhya statement that if omniscience 
were eternal then Brahman need not exercise any cognitive activity 
and that if it were non-eternal, there will be times when Brahman 
will not be omniscient except potentially and that Pradhana is fit to 
be that potential power of intelligence being possessed of sattva quality, 


it is replied as follows: 


It is not quite clear how omniscience is compromised if omnisci- 
ence is a cognitive activity of Brahman. It is a contradiction to say 
that someone who is omniscient does not possess that omniscience 
eternally. On the contrary, no loss of cognitive exercise on the part 
of Brahman is entailed by the fact that omniscience is eternal. Heat 





5, See also Pragna: VI, 3. Aitareya: I-1. Mundaka; I-1.9. 
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and light are eternally the powers of the sun and yet it is common to 
say that the sun shines and that it heats as though the sun is an agent 
of such activities. In other words, the sun is hot and luminous by 
its own nature whether it is at any time involved in the act of shining 
and heating at all or no. 


If it were countered that only when there is something other 
than the sun to shine on and to heat, one can say that the sun shines 
and heats;and that in the case of Brahman no other entity exists prior 
to creation, it is replied that even when there is nothing for the sun to 
shine on, yet it makes sense to say that the sun shines. Similarly, even 
when there is nothing apart from Brahman, yet its power of contem- 


plation and the expression, ‘‘It contemplated”’ in the scripture are 
not meaningless. 


To the question as to what it is that is the object of Brahman’s 
contemplation, the answer is that itis the unmanifested, unevolved 
subtle name and form, inderterminable as either real or unreal. 


Even Yogis are said to possess the power to see directly the past 
and the future. What shall one say of God who is the basic reality 
of all? What doubt could there be in his direct vision of all that 


constitutes the world process at the beginning, middle and the end? 


It is not a grave objection tosay that Brahman does not have 
the cognitive apparatus prior to creation and that, therefore, he can- 
not know anything at that time. Like the sun’s luminosity, know- 
ledge is natural to Brahman. It does not look to any means of 
expressing it. Simply because created beings depend upon the 
physical cognitive apparatus for knowing, it does not follow that the 
omnipotent Brahman, too, must have a similar limitation.® 


It is the basic tenet of Advaita that the soul is not different from 
Brahman. Then how come that it is said of the soul that its know- 
ledge is limited and that the knowledge of Brahman is unlimited? 
The reply to this is that while it is true that the soul is nothing diffe- 
rent from Brahman, yet due to the limiting adjuncts one and the 





6. Textsare not wanting which declare that God does not stand in need of 
bodily instruments and that His knowledge is unobstructed and limitless. See 
SvetaSvatara: VI, 8; III, 19; Brhadaranyaka: 11-7. 23. 
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same Brahman appears as various souls. Ether which is one and 
unlimited appears variously as contained ina pot, a pitcher and so 
on. Hence, the limit and scope of human knowledge are conditioned 
by limiting adjuncts like the body which are in their turn the pro- 
ducts of ignorance of the truth that is Brahman. 


Another objection that was raised by the Sankhya was that 
Brahman being partless it could not be the cause of the world and 
that Pradhana being constituted of parts could easily change and 
evolve into the world. To this Sankara replies that Pradhana is not 
at all established by the scripture while Brahman is repeatedly decla- 
red by it throughout as the cause of the world. 


Sankhya asserted that contemplative intelligence (iksttrtva) was 
declared in the scripture figuratively. Such figurative usage is not 
uncommon. When the bank of a river is about to collapse, one 
exclaims: “It wants to collapse” as if ‘‘wanting to collapse” isa 


conscious activity of the inert bank. 


Just as a man plans to go to another village after bathing and 
taking food and does so by his cart, even so the Pradhana evolves into 
the world in the form of mahat, ahankadraetc. Hence, there is the 
figurative usage of contemplation as in the case of an intelligent man 
going to another village. The Chdndogya text, for instance, says: 
‘‘Fire contemplated’’; ‘‘ The waters contemplated’.’. The fire and 
water are said to contemplate rather figuratively. Hence it is not a 
farfetched imagination to think that contemplation to create on the 
part of Pradhana designated as sat in the scripture is just figurative. 
Hence reference to such intelligent contemplation need not mean 
Brahman as the Advaitin tries to make out. 


Sankara replies to all this in the negative. The expression ‘sat”’ 
is also said to be the Self (Atman) which is of the nature of conscious- 


ness. The followifig is the statement of the scripture. 


The concerned section is the Chandogya® beginning with “‘Somya, 
Sat was all this in the beginning.”. It goes on to say, “It contem- 


—$—_—_$_—_—_——— 


7. VI-2.3, VI-2.4. 
Sow 2h 


38 


plated; it created fire’®. Then the creation of water and earth is 
mentioned. It then designates the “‘sat’?’ which creates all these and 
the created products by the expression ‘‘ “‘devata’’ (deity). It goes on 
to say that the Devata contemplated: “I now through the Self which 
is the soul will enter these three elements of fire, water and earth and 


evolve name and form.’”’!® 


If it were the Pradhana, as the Sankhya seems to think it is, then 
there cannot be the description of the Self entering the elements in 
the form of the soul. In other words, the soul will not have been 
designated by the word ‘‘Self’’. The soul is commonly known as an 
intelligent being, presiding over the body and sustaining the vital 
airs.'' Such an intelligent principle cannot be the Self of the 
Pradhana. The Self is synonymous with one’s essential nature. 


Hence an intelligent soul cannot be the essential nature of Pradhana. 


But if the word ‘sat’ signifies Brahman, no such difficulty of its 
being the Self through the form of the soul is felt. And the declara- 
tion of Uddalaka that the saé, the Self, is the very self of Sveta- 
ketu’? becomes easily intelligible. Hence, ‘sat? cannot be Pradhana, 
but only intelligent Brahman. The contemplative act in the case 
of Brahman which is satis even in the primary sense reasonable. 
When such primary sense is available it is a strained interpretation to 
say that such a contemplative act is used with reference to Pradhana 


and its products though in a figurative sense.” 


The Sankhya may persist still in saying that even the word 
‘self’? can be used with reference to Pradhana. There are two 
senses, so the contention continues, in which the word ‘self? can be 
used. The first one is when all the things needed are accomplished 
by, for instance, a servant who, therefore, is called one’s own self. 
Since Pradhana accomplishes everything, it can in this sense be called 


the Self. 
9. VI.2.3 3 j 
10. III-3.2. 


11. Cp. Panini: Jiva-pranadharane. 
12. tat-tvam-asi. Chandogya. 
13, Since such contemplative act or iksana is primarily that of Brahman which 


is the basis of fire etc., that act even with reference to fire etc., is also only 
in the primary sense. S.B. I-1-6. 
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The second sense is evident when one refers to the very sel fofa 
physical element or a sense-organ as “‘bhitatman”’ or “‘indriyatman’’. If 
an example could be taken from the scripture, the word “jyotis’, 


used to denote fire in the ordinary language, is also used to refer to 


the sacrifice called ‘“‘jyotistoma.” 


_ For these reasons the Safkya says, the term “‘dtman’’ meaning 
“Self”? may be used both with reference to sentient and insentient 


entities like Pradhana though figuratively. 

These contentions, says Sankara, are quite baseless. The scrip- 
ture under reference speaks of the Self as ‘‘sat’’ and teaches the 
student Svetaketu that by realizing that ‘‘sat” as his own Self, he is 
released from all bondage caused by ignorance.'* It will be strange 
if the scripture is understood to teach the intelligent soul that its 


own nature and Self is the unconscious Pradhana and that he should 


realize this in order to get release. Tosay this is an offence to the 


faultless authority of the scripture. 


that servant fulfills all his needs, the difference between the servant 
and the master is well known and therefore the expression: ‘‘The 
servant is my self” may be said to be figurative. But here the 
difference between Pradhana and the soul are not so perceptible 
because both of them are imperceptible entities. Hence, Pradhana 


cannot, even figuratively, be said to be the self of the individual 


soul. 


Similarly, with regard to the expression “ fire’’’> one cannot have 
more than one fixed meaning for a word inthe primary sense. It 


cannot have the meanings of “sacrifice” and ‘‘fire’’ equally in the 


primary signification. In the case of the words ‘‘bhitatman”’ ‘‘tndrtyat- 
man’ etc., the false identity of the Self with the respective adjuncts 


like the element (bhita) and sense (2 ndriya) is to be understood. 





Chandogya: VI-14.2.- 


The word “‘jyotis” is applied to Jyotistoma figuratively because of the simila- 
rity of illumining capacity. In that sacrifice the rks are said to be luminous 


and are called ‘‘jyotts”’. 
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The context is that of Brahman, the Self. The teaching is to 
the intelligent soul, Svetaketu. Hence it is clear that the word “sat” 
refers only to Brahman. 


The Safikhya while finally agreeing to the proposition that it is 
only Brahman that is taught in the scripture may yet say asa last 
ditch argument that Brahman being very subtle, the teacher intro- 
duces it to Svetaketu by initially teaching that Pradhana is the 
Self only to transcend this later when finally Brahman is taught." 


But Sankara shows that nowhere in the scripture is it suggested 
that Pradhana is initially taught as Brahman and later transcended 
and abandoned in favour of real Brahman. The sixth section of the 
Chandogya where the whole theme is taught ends with showing that 
Brahman alone is the sense of the word ‘sat.’ 


Again, the Chandogya in the sixth section has declared that by 
knowing Brahman everything is known.'’’ If Pradhana were the 
express sense of the word “‘ sat’, then this promise will be rendered 
meaningless. Howcanone understand, for instance, the nature of 
the soul which is of the nature of intelligence by knowing Pradhana 
which is an unconscious physical entity? Consciousness can never 
be understood in terms of matter. 


Further, it is declared inthe scripture that in deep dreamless 
sleep, the person becomes one with the ‘‘sat’’ and gets the name of 
“‘svapitt.””*® The name “‘svapitz’’ has been given to the sleeping person 
because etymologically it means that he attains his own Self (svam 
apito bhavati).’° The word ‘‘svam’’ means the Self or Atman, which 
has been earlier in the passages called consistently as “‘sat’’ in the 
Chandogya.*° So in sleep one returns to his own Self. 


16. This is according to sthiila-arundhatinydya wherein a star that is not Arundh- 
ati is first shown as Arundhati thus leading the person to look for Arundhati 
in a certain direction. But at once, this is denied and the real Arundhati is 
shown. 

17. VI. 1-1; VI-1.3. This is the pratijia: “ekavijianena sarvavijitanam’’. 

18. Chandogya: VI-8-1. 

19. Chandogya: VI-8 1. 

20. “‘svaptti”” implies the mergence of all the distinguishing upadhis or limiting 
adjuncts in sleep, 
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Even the heart is called ‘‘hrdayam’”’ because the Self exists in the 


heart.*’ It is inconceivable that the soul becomes inert Pradhana 
when it returns to itselfin the sleep. There is also the text “Be- 
coming one with the Self he does not know anything inside or 
outside”, which shows the returning of the Self to itself in sleep. 


In the various texts, it has been unequivocally declared that 
Brahman is the cause of the world. There is no uncertainty any- 
where. There are no places where Pradhana is taught as the cause 
of the world or the atoms assuch. This unity of purpose in the 
Upanisads is one substantial reason to believe that Brahman alone 
is the cause of the world, and not Pradhana or anything else. To 
clinch the issue, SvetaSvatara explicitly declares this.” 


21. &rdy ayam iti tasmad hrdayam itt. 
22. Brh. up: 1V. 3. 21. 
23. Svetasvatara: VI. 1. 





The Statement and the Refutation of the VaiSesika 


Vaisesika holds an atomistic pluralism. The physical world is 
constituted by four kinds of atom, viz. earth, water, fire and air, eack 
possessing a specific quality of its own and of a sphericity (parima nd- 
alya). These atoms are at rest during the time when no creation 
takes place. They do not combine to produce any effect till they 
are disturbed by the moral forces of the individual souls called the 
unseen potency (adrsta). This potency and God’s activity are con- 
sidered by the Vaisegika as the efficient cause of world-creation.! 
That causes the conjunction of atoms in a specific way, such a conju- 
nction, being therefore, the non-inherent cause (asamavayi karana)? 
of the atomic aggregation which is the world. 


In the first instance, two atoms combine to produce a binary 
compound. When this happens, the qualities of the two individual 
atoms pass into the compound also except the sphericity. 


While the VaiSegika holds that the specific qualities of the con- 
stituent atoms pass into the effect, he arbitrarily restricts it to quali- 


ties other than the sphericity. The extension of the binary compound 


is not sphericity but a@nutva and hrasvatva, or minuteness and short- 


ness. 


1. It is a moot question whether the system accepts God. Sankara, too, does 
not make explicit mention of God in his statement of the Vaisegika doctrine. 
But his use of the word “etcetera” after “‘adrsta”’ is interpreted to mean God 
also. 


An inherent cause (samavayi k@rana) in the system is the substance that 
enters the effect as its material stuff. The non-inherent cause is that which 
enters the effect indirectly through the inherent cause and determines the 
quality of the effect. For instance, the threads are the inherent causes of 
the cloth, while their conjunction and colour are the non-inherent causes. 
The efficient cause (nimitta karana) is, of course, the weaver. 
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Similarly, when two binary compounds combine to produce a 
quarternary compound, their qualities like colour pass into the resul- 
ting compound also but their minuteness and shortness do not. The 
quarternary compound possesses largeness (mahatva) and length 
(dirghatva). 

In this way, in every new resultant compound upward, the 
“special extension-form of the cause is not repeated in the resulting 
compound, though other qualities like colourdo. In other words, 
the extension-form of the effect is new. It is said that such novelty 
in extension-form is dependent on the number of atoms in the 


compound itself, not on the extension-form of the causal compound. 


Hence it appears that the cause produces an effect which is not 


exactly the same as the cause. It contains new elements, contrary 
elements. 


At this juncture, the Advaitin may take advantage of this posi 
tion and may try to argue that even if, in their doctrine, they (the 
Advaitins) urge that an intelligent Brahman is the cause of an inert 
world which is very much unlike it, the Vaisesika cannot object. 


To this, the VaiSesika may have an answer. The reason why 
the specific extension-form is not reproduced in the resulting atomic 
compound is that the resulting atomic compound has.in it an extension 
quite contrary to it due to the number of atoms constituting it- But 
in the case of the world, there is nothing in the world which counter- 
acts the production of the intelligence of Brahman. The non-intelligent 
character of the world is not anything positively contrary to the in- 
telligence but the absence of it. So the case of the Vaisegika account 
of the atoms combining into compounds is not exactly parellel to the 
account of the Advaitin regarding Brahman being the cause of the 


world. 


But, the Advaitin may rejoin, the instances are exactly parellel 
in that something that is present in the cause does not pass into the 
effect and something that is not found inthe cause is present in the 
effect. At least this parellel to the world having in it something 


which is not found in Brahman, its cause, and vce versa exists. 


Since the cause along with all of its qualities must determine the 
nature of the effect, it is arbitrary to say that the sphericity of the - 
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simple atom alone does not in anyway determine the corresponding 
extension of the resulting binary compound. It is not reasonable to 
imagine that any part of the cause is ineffective while other parts 
are. 


Nor can it be said that sphericity, for instance, in the simple 
atom, is not ineffective but does produce an effect, though quite 
dissimilar and contrary to it in the binary compound, namely, 
minuteness and shortness. For, the Vaisesika has admitted that 
such effects as minuteness and shortness are not due to sphericity in 
the cause but due to other factors.° 


Even granting that factors other than sphericity produce the 
minuteness of the resulting compound (like the numerical property 
of being two in the two simple atoms determining the new quality 
of minuteness of the binary compound), what is the speciality in the 
numerical property such that it is able to produce an effect while 
sphericity, though present equally in the cause, is not able to do so? 


Both being inherent in the cause, they must be capable of producing 
the effects equally. 


- When this does not happen, only one conclusion is possible. 
That is, the nature of sphericity is such that it does not generate a 
like effect, but only an unlike effect. If such a conclusion is open 
to the Vaisesika, it is also open to the Advaitin to say that the 
intelligent nature of Brahman is such that it produces an inert world 
quite unlike it. 





3. See VaiSesika-siltras: (VII-1-9): ‘“Bigness is produced from plurality, 
inherent in the causes, from bigness of the cause and from a kind of 
accumulation.” (VII-1-10): ‘The contrary of this (big) is the minute”. 
(VII-1.17): “Thereby length and shortness are explained.’’ The minuteness 
(anutva) of the binary is caused by the numerical property of being two 
(dvitoa) that is inherent in the two simple atoms constituting the binary 
compound, Similarly, the property of largeness (mahattva) is caused by 
the manyness (bahutva) inherent in the constitutive atoms of two binary 
compounds combining to produce the quarternary compound. The same 
principle must be understood to operate in similar combinations. 


4. It is futile to object here that Brahman is a substance while the instance 
quoted above is a quality and that therefore there is no parellel. There 
is no rule that only substances are to be quoted as examples for substances , 
qualities alone for qualities. If there were a rule like that, Kanada 
himself has broken it in his Sa#tras (IV-2.2) where he has drawn upon the 
case ofa quality (conjunction) as an example for substance (body). 
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Again, more obviously, when atoms conjoin, their conjunction 
results in a compound which exhibits new qualities, by virtue of 
which the result appears as a class different from that of the cause. 

Refutation of Vaisesika Atomism 


The Vaiéesika arrives at his atomism by the conceptual regres- 


sive analysis of a piece of matter into its constituent elements. The 


limit of division is the atom. Many such atoms combine by the 


process of conjunction and constitute the world. 


Since according to the VaiSesika four irreducible elements, earth, 
water, fire and air are to be discerned in nature, four ultimate atoms 
must have to be assumed. So there are atoms of earth, water, fire 
and air. When the atoms combine, it is creation. When they sepa- 
rate, it is dissolution of the world. From the atoms of air, conjoining 
by the moral force of the actions of the soul, the element of air 
is produced. In this way, all the elements, and out of them, the 
entire world is produced. 


Sankara thinks that the system bristles with logical difficulties. 


: 


His strictures against the system are as follows: 


(1) The atoms are by nature separate from one another in the 
state of dissolution. Only by the motion imparted to them by adrsfa or 
the moral potency of the actions of the souls, atoms tend to combine. 
But in the state of dissolution ( pralaya), there is no action on the part 
ofa soul. Action involves a body with its instruments like the mind to 
which the soul must be attached. That is not there in pralaya. The 
body itself cannot be produced without the combination of the 
atoms; and conversely, the atoms cannot combine without the bodily 
action of the soul. Thus there is mutual dependence between the 
combination of the atoms into body on the one hand and the action 
of the soul on the other. In other words, creation is impossible 
without action; and action is impossible without creation, 


(2) dankara takes up the postulate of adrsta next for scrutiny. 
Where does the unseen moral force reside in order that creation may 
start? Does it reside in the soul or in the atom? 

If it lies with the soul, it is of no use in setting creation in motion 


because the soul is not connected with the atoms. If the soul with 


9 
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adrsta in it were connected with the atoms, creation will be 
continuous with no end because of the continuity of everlasting 
connection between the soul and the atoms with no principle of 
restriction or regulation as regards the commencement or cessation 
of the creative process. 


A similar fate will overtake Vaisesika if the a 
atom.’ That is, there will be no cessation of oe ee two 
factors needed for that to start are there, namely, the atoms and 
adr$ta. Consequently, the world will be e cyerlagting which is repug- 
nant to the Vaisesika. 


And thirdly, the principle of adrsta itself cannot bring about the 
the creation because it is an inert principle. It can, therefore, 
neither act nor make anything else act. Such a power belongs only 
to an intelligence. 


(3) Moreover, the process by which the atoms are combined 
must have to be a little more acceptably explained by the VaiSesika. 
How do two atoms combine? Is it total gn tee pene waren or only 
magnitude asa result of the combination with the result that even 
after the combination, the two atoms will be of the size of a simple 
atom only. In other words, the combination brings about nothing 
except that one atom has been swallowed up by the other. The 
world-process becomes abortive. | | 


partial conjunction? If the first, there could be no increase in 


If to avoid these difficulties, the atoms combine in parts only, 
it is to admit that atoms nave parts, which is contrary to the Vaise- 
gika hypothesis that atoms are partless. We are thus stuck up ina 
logical see-saw. If the atoms are to combine, it must be only partially; 
but then, atoms will cease to be atoms because they have parts and 


are no more indivisible ultimate particles of matter. 


(4) The Vaisegika account suffers grievously from a regressus ad 
infinitum in its theory of the combination of atoms. According to the 
Vaisegika, two simple atoms combine and produce a Ae com- 
pound which is said to be related to the two simple atoms by the 


Dy ayes in his ss ihaeys on II-2-13 does not answer this alternative. But the 
answer is implied in his answer to the other alternative. - . 
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relation of inherence (samavaya) because they are the cause and the 


binary compound is the effect. 


Satikara asks: If the binary compound is related to its cause, 
the two simple atoms, by the relation of inherence, this inherence 
itself being a separate category must be related to the simple atoms 
on the one side and the binary compound on the other. (This is 
necessary because, on the Vaisesika hypothesis, all these three, the 
elementary atoms, the binary compound and the relation of 
inherence are different from one another.) Evidently, this will land 


us in infinite regress. 


- If it is suggested by the VaiSegika that samavaya does 
not require another relation because it isarelation, not a thing 
which it helps to connect, Sankara urges that similar consideration 
should be shown to conjunction also which is also a relation. But the 
Vaisesika cannot admit this because, to him, conjunction, though a 
relation, is yet a quality related by samavdya (as every quality is 
supposed to be) to the things which it relates externally. Not only 
quality, even an action is related by samavdya to its own substrate. 
So, conjunction being a quality does not make any difference between 


itself and samavaya. 


If samnyoga is said to be different from the things it connects and 
that it therefore requires a further relation, samavd@yea also is, on the 


Vaisegika’s own admission, different from the things it relates. 


Because of this infinite regress, even the binary componnd 
cannot be formed. Whence, then, the creation ? 


(5) What, further, is the essential nature ofthe atom? Is it 
(a) always active or (b) non-active or (c) both or (d) neither ? None 
of these alternatives is possible. If (a), there will be no cessation of 
activity and there will be no pralaya at all. If (b), there will be no 
commencement of creation at all. If (c), it is a self-contradiction for 
anything to be both active and non-active at the same time by its 
own nature. If (d), the activity or non-activity will depend upon a 
third factor external to the atom. If the adrsta were thar factor, 
adrsta being permanently there, creation will be constantly there. 
If adrsta were not there, then permanent non-activity of the atoms 


will result. 
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(6) If the atoms have colour etc., as the VaiSesika contends, 
the atoms will cease to be atomic. Whatever has colour etc., is 


observed to be gross admitting of parts. The most elementary 
particle cannot have qualities.° 


Kanada holds the atoms to be permanent on the premise that if 
there did not exist something eternal, the negation in the expression 
“non-eternal” will not be possible. Everything in the world is non- 
eternal’; so there must be something eternal in contrast to this, 
both as a logical necessity and a physical fact. The construct that 
is the world must be based on elementary particles which themselves 
cannot be constructs. So says Kanada. 


Sankara’s observation on this is that even if there were no per- 
manent and eternal things like the atoms, still the usage of the word 
‘non-eternal’ will be impossible. 


Even assuming that the word “‘non-permanent’’ implies as a 
polar concept something that is permanent, that need not be 
necessarily the atoms of the VaiSesikas; it may be Brahman of the 
Vedantins. Hence, from usages or expressions, we cannot arrive at 
any fact. Reminding us of Kant’s refutation of the ontological 
argument for the existence of God, Sankara tells us that the factual 
existence of anything is not established by a usage. It must be 
established by other proofs so that words and their reference arise 
together on certain objective proofs, 


Kanada’s third reason for the permanence of atoms® that 
non-perception of cause whose effects are seen is nescience, also is 
beset with difficulties, more to him than to others. For in that case, 
even binary compounds will become permanent and eternal since 
they too are imperceptible. 


If the proviso is to be added to the above criterion to make it 
more acceptable that not only the cause should be imperceptible but 


SS eee 3 sr 


6. Kanada’s dictum that that which is permanent does not have a cause 


(VaiSesika-stra: IV-1. 1), when applied to the atoms, will render them 
impermanent and caused, 


VaiSestka-stitra: 1V-1.4. 
Vatsesika-siltra: 1V-1.5. 
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also that it should be uncreate (which will naturally exclude binary 
compounds which arecreated by causes), then, Sankara observes, 
only absence of a cause will be the sole criterion for deciding whether 
anything is eternal. But that atoms are not causeless has already 
been shown in the earlier alternatives taking the VatSestka-sitra, 
IV-1.1. 

If the third reason is to be restated and reformulated to surmount 
this difficulty pointed out by Sankara as: ‘‘the impossibility of 
bringing about the causal atoms being divided into further parts and 
thus being destroyed is to be understood in this aphorism’”*® to be 
the hallmark of permanency, Satikara declares that the destruction 
of anything need not be for these two reasons. In other words, a 
causal substance need not be destroyed by the division into parts; 
nor an effectneed be produced by the arrangement and conjunction 
of parts. 

For, a new object may be brought into being by the same cause 
just passing into a newcondition. Similarly, the destruction may 
just be the dissolution of the new form and merging into the original 
cause. For instance, the hardnessof butter is dissolved by the heat 
of fire. There is in this instance neither origination nor destruction 
of cause. To Advaita, things evolve out of avidya and merge into it 
again. So, on the Vaisesika supposition, atoms will cease to be the 


permanent Causes. 


(7) According to the Vaisesika there are four elements, namely, 
earth, water, fire and air with their respective qualities. The 
question is whether these qualities are found in their corresponding 
atoms. 

Earth has smell, colour, taste, touch and is gross. Water has 
colour, taste and touch and is still subtle. Fire has colour and 
touch and is still subtler. Air has only touch as its quality and is 
the subtlest of all. Do the atoms of these elementary particles also 
have such diverse number of qualities? 

The difficulty with this theory is that with the increase of 


qualities, the atoms should be increasingly larger in size. It is 
absurd to speak of one atom being larger than the other. That 





9. VaiSsesika-siitra: 1V-1-5. See S.B. II-2.16. 
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will unsettle their atomicity. And, there cannot be an increase of 
qualities without a corresponding increase in ste abt As an 
alternative to this difficulty, one should suppose that an atom can 

have only one quality or all the four qualities. But this is not what 
is observed as has already been noticed. 


Hiau are 

(3) action i) Sale 

Vaisesika theory i ategories are finden nfatiy siterent 
from each other. This” is as it ica | be, as otherwise, if they over- 
lap, the rules of division will be grossly violated. Thus far, the 
doctrine passes muster. 


_ But the Vaisegika goes on to say, rather inconsistently, 
some categories depend on others. For instance, ore endl action 
depend on the substance for the! eir existence. Apart from substance, 
they cannot exist. 


In other words, when the substance is presen nant is 
present; when it is absent, it is absent. | From this’ position 
be but reasonable to hold that substance alone exists end according 
to its various forms, is designated as quality, action etc. One and 
the same person, Devadatta, is the object of various conceptions and 
names according to the conditions in which he happens to be at the 
moment. 


But, then, is not smoke, for example, independent of fire 
though it cannot arise without it? This is true; but smoke is 


perceptible apart from fire. Substance and quality are not so 
perceived at any time. A white blanket, a black cow or a blue 
lotus are objects identified 1 in and through their inseparable qualities. 
This obliges us to consider the quality as something which has its 
very being, its very self in the substance. 


The VaiSegikas have a concept of ayutasiddhi or inseparability.’ 
between a substance and its quality. By virtue of such a relation, 


10. Between two entities, there is this ayufasiddhi when one of the pair is depen- 
ding on the other for. its existence as between the whole and its parts. 





noe and substance, though different, may yet stand in depen- 
in he Vais resis metaphysics. Is this ayutasiddhi or inseparability in 


ure? 


Not the first because as between the cloth a 1nd tic shee 
related by ayutasiddhi, the cloth having threads as its material cause 
occupies the place of the threads only, not that of the cloth, while 
the quality of the cloth like its colour occupies the place of the cloth 
only, not of ite threads.!? The threads, in other words, produce 
the cloth and the qualities of the threads produce the corresponding 
qualities in the cloth. 


But this is clearly inconsistent with the Vaisesika assumption of 
substance and quality being inseparable in place. 
inseparability is in point of time, any two things in the 
world will come under this relation. For instance, the two horns of 
a cow mene apueated together, and they must be supposed to be 
i ?) whi hich supposition, of course, is absurd. 

If as the third alternative, inseparability is with reference to the 
very nature of things, then, all distinctions will vanish altogether bet- 
weensubstance and quality, for instance, since, on this account, the 
two features are identical. 


(8) Aga ‘ain, the distinction which 1 the Vaisesika draws between 
an exter! nal rela: tion a ands he pees Ce relati tonite opel Casier 


is samava Acco ical acne ake effect 
cannot exist Bees from the cause, though the cause can exist apart 
from the effect. 

But, somone urges that any connection, even though it be 
samavaya, requires two terms. As such, there is no meaning in saying 
that cause and effect are connected by samavaya, because cause can 

exist without the effect. 


If it were said that the effect is related to the cause after it has 
come into being, this will mean that a the effect comes into being and 





11. See the VaiSesika-siitra: I-1,10. “Substances originz ‘tes another substance, 
and qualities another quality.” 
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connected with its cause. Consequently, one has to grant that there 
is no ayutasiddha or inseparable relationship between the effect 
and the cause, since the effect exists first without being related to the 
cause and then gets connected with it '*. At best it will be a case of 
sathyoga, not samavaya. But this is repugnant to the Vaisegika. 


And, there is no proof, according to Sankara, for the existence 
of either samyoga or samavaya apart from the terms that they are 
supposed to relate. Merely because there are concepts and usages in 
language of such relations as “‘conjunc tion” and ‘“‘inherence’’, it does 
not follow that there are realities corresponding to them.’* One and 
thesame thing is called variously according to its place among other 
things. For instance,a man, Devadatta, may be considered asa 
Brahmana when his caste is concerned; is called a father or a 
brother, son-in-law, or father-in-law etc., in respect of his son, or 
brother or father-in-law or son-in-law respectively. Here the rela- 
tionships are only a way of designating one and the same individual. 
Apart from this, the relationships are not real. 


For another instance, one and the same number juxtaposed 
with various numbers is said to be ten, hundred or thousand. 


So two things standing together are not only conceived and 
described as connected things but also become the objects of ideas 
and names like ‘‘ conjunction” and ‘“‘ inherence’’. Except this, there 
isno proof to show that there are relations existing in their own 
right apart from the things that they relate. 


Moreover, the Vaisesikas believe that in order that the atoms 
may move they must come into conjunction with the soul. Simi- 
larly, in order that knowledge becomes possible the soul must come 
into conjunction with the mind. 


This, however, is impracticable. On their own premises atoms, 
soul and the mind are partless and non-composite. No subterfuge is 
possible to make them unite. 


Similar considerations will show that even the binary compound 
that has parts cannot be connected with the simple invisible atoms of 


12. It will be a case of samyoga, not samavaya. 
1352 SB, TE2a17, 
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which it is constituted. A binary com pound is a whole; the elemen- 
tary atoms are its parts. The Vaisesika holds that the whole is related 
to its parts by samavaya. Sankara urges that this is plainly impossi- 
ble because what is partless (the elementary constituent atom) can 
never enter into any connection with what is composite (the binary 
compound) any more than earth can be connected with ether (@ka@Sa). 

The Vaisesika may persist in arguing for the existence of sama- 
vaya on the ground that samaoaya relation must have to be postulat- 
ed to exist as, otherwise, the observed relation of that which abides 
and the abode becomes inexplicable. Cause and effect actually stand 
in this relation of the abiding and the abode. 


Saikara denies this by saying that such a postulation will in- 
volve the fallacy of mutual dependence. Only when the separateness 
of the cause and the effect is established, the relation of the abode 
and that which abides can be established. And only when the latter 
is established the former will be established. 


The Advaitin believes that the effect is merely a certain condi- 
tion of the cause. And that will account for the socalled abiding- 
abode relation between them. 


That the atoms cannot be eternal is patent to those who look 
closely into the matter. The atoms, according to the VaiSegikas, are 
by no means infinite. They are finite and limited in extension. That 
means, they must have spatial boundaries, as southern end, northern 
end etc. But this will militate against the indivisibility and perma- 


nence of the atoms. 


esults in a new substance. A continuous growth of a body as that 


of a living animal will mean on this account a continuous creation of 


a new body and destruction of the old ones. This comes perilously 


very near the Buddhist doctrine of momentariness.'* 


14, This is the reason why the VaiSegika system is called ardhavainasika or 
semi-nihilistic. 


10 
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Refutation of the theory of Samavaya 


The Naiyayikasand the Vaisesikas assume that cause and effect, 
though different, are yet connected by a special kind of relation called 
Samavaya which unites them inseparably and intimately. Such an 
intimate relation produces the impression of identity in our experience. 
Hence Safkara’s analysis of experience is, the Naiyayikas contend, 
superficial and lacks depth. 


But, Sankara subjects the concept of samava@ya to criticism to 
show that it is empty and riddled with contradictions. 


It is admitted by the Naiyayika that samavaya is but a kind of 
relation and, as such, it relates two terms in the minimum. It is ob- 
vious that a relation brings into connection two terms which would 
otherwise remain separate. The incidence of relation is numerically a 
third factor in the complex of the terms related by it. This will 
involve the relation of the relation itself to the terms related. The 
relation itself is not the complex. It is an additional factor according 
to the presupposition of the Naiyadyika. Hence, Sankara feels obliged 
to ask: (1) Does samavd@ya relation stand itself in need of a relation to 
each one of the terms it relates or (2) Does it not ? 


Both these alternatives are dangerous to the metaphysics of the 
Nyaya. If the first alternative is the case, it lands us in an endless 
series, an infinite regress, samavadya requiring a further relation to 
relate it to the terms individually, that relation requiring another one 
and so on ad infinitum. 


If it were the second alternative, it will amount to saying that 
the terms are not at all related which is self-contradictory. We will be 


saying that the terms are related by samavaya without being 
related. ; 


Of course, it is open to the Naiydyika to suggest that the 
samavaya, though a relation, does not stand in need ofa further 
relation for itself. In other words, it relates but is not related. 


Satkara urges that this prerogative should be extended to other 
kinds of relation also. One such is samyoga or conjunction which 
they admit but only asa quality of the terms it relates, related to 
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the terms by a further relation of samavadya.‘* Yet it cannot be 
denied that it is a relation. 


There is no reason, then, why conjunction (samhyoga) should 
require a further relation of samavaya, if samavaya does not require it. 
As a kind of relation it stands on a par with samavdaya. 


Further the claim of the Naiyayika that cause and effect are 
related by rr aie a must be ee examined Hours anot as Digi: 
tive. The Nai 
its cause. we one a like to Babe is: a at Does the effect 
subsist or inhere in all the constituent parts of the cause as a whole? 
or (2) Does it subsist in each of these parts severally or distri- 
butively? 

If the first, then, the effect as a whole cannot be known since it 


is impossible that all the parts of the whole are in contact with the 
senses. It is not as if the whole is known through even some of the 


parts. Take, for example, the fact of ‘“manyness’. Manyness is 


found in all the things that are many. Such a manyness cannot be 
fully known except through knowing everyone of the many things in 
which it inheres. 


Nor could it be presumed that the whole (i.e. effect) inheres in 
the constituent parts of the causal substance through some interme- 
diary parts, (as, in that case, the whole can be known through 
some of the parts as in the case of the knowledge of the wnole thread 
in the garland of flowers through the knowledge of some of the 


flowers. 


For this would involve the assumption, which is but gratuitous, 
of parts other than the parts of the cause originating the whole of 
the effect. Something is always seen to abide in another only through 
parts other than the ones of that in which it abides, as in the case of 
the sword inits scabbard. But such an assumption will lead to in- 
finite regress as each one of the parts in the intervening parts will 
need additional intervening parts for them to abide through. 


—— 
15, Samavaya is a relation between a substance and its qualities, cause and effect. 
etc, 
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To take the second of the alternatives mentioned above, that the 
whole (effect) inheres in each one of the constituent parts of the cau- 
sal substance, this presents its own logical difficulties because we 
will find that when the effect is wholly in any one of the parts, it 
will not be in the other parts of the cause. A thread alone will now 
constitute the cloth; the other threads are profitless. Either the 
cloth, the effect, is in this part or in that part, not in both, unless it 
is divided against itself. Devadatta cannot be both in the city of 
Srughna and in the city of Pataliputra at the same time, unless he 
ceases to be ap undivided whole. 


But cannot a whole be present in all the parts equally and at the 
Same time? Cannot, for instance, the generic character ‘cowness’ 
be present in all the cows, whole and undivided? 


To this Sankara’s reply is that ‘cowness’ is a concept and as 

‘ such could subsist undivided and whole in many cows. This is be- 

cause cows are not parts of ‘“cowness’” in any conceivable sense of 

the term. Nor are the cows the effects of cowness. The relation 

between a generic character and the species is not one of cause and 
effect, nor whole and parts. So, the example is not suitable. 


Therefore, the whole is not and cannot be perceived in its parts 
severally as cowness is perceived in cows. If the whole were fully 
present in every part wholly, there will be the ludicrous consequence 
of the whole functioning through the part in which it inheres indiffe- 
rently. A cow, for example, will yield milk from her horns or tail. 
Again the view that the effect does not prefigure in its cause entails 
the position that the effect has no locus in which it could inhere prior 
to its production. Yet an effect is produced. Such a production is an 
action and should have a locus in which the action could inhere, As 
Sankara puts it, an action without its own locus is a contradiction in 
terms. 


‘When a jar is produced, for instance, the action of production 
must have a locus. What could this locus be? Certainly it is not the 
jar, for it has not yet come into being. Could it be the case that 
when the production of jar is taking place, the material and the 
efficient causes of the jar also are being produced so that the produc- 
tion as an action can have a continuing and developing locus? But 
this will have to include the two halves of the jar (due to the conjunc- 
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tion of which the pot is produced) and also the potter and ever so 
many other things besides, helping the production of the pot. In 
other words, when we say ‘‘A jar is produced’’, we would have said 
that ‘‘the potter and the other causal conditions are produced.” But 
this is never the sense of the statement ‘‘A jar is produced”. For, 
the potter and the operative cause are already in existence making 
the subsequent production of the jar possible. 


An alternative meaning for the word ‘‘production”’ can be sugg- 
ested here to avert the above logical difficulties. It may be said, for 
instance, that the production of the effect means “its connection with 
the cause and thereby coming to have anexistence’’. But even thus, 
we are not above difficulties. For, it is not clear how an effect that 
is yet to be can ever have a connection with its cause. A relation to 
a cause is logically and even chronologically a prior condition for the 
effect to come to exist. If the so called effect gets into connection ° 
with a cause after it has come to exist, why, then, should there be a 
cause at all for it to come to exist? If it had a cause prior to its pro- 
duction why should it be connected with it after it comes to exist? 
In other words, nothing is an effect unless it originates from its 
cause and is already vitally connected with it. 


Moreover, one can talk meaningfully of connection between 
two things both of which exist; not between two things one of which 
alone exists and the other of which is yet to be, nor between two 


things neither of which exists. 


The language of the asatkaryavadin is meaningless. If the 
effect does not exist already in one form or another, it is not even 
possible to speak about it and setting a limit to itin time. One 
cannot say that the effect is non-existent prior to its production. The 
words “effect’’ and ‘‘its’’ do not have any referents. There can be 
a talk of a general negation but not of anything in particular. That 
is, we cannot meaningfully predicate non-existence to anything. Mere 


non-existence does not have a limit.'® 


But it is incumbent on Safikara to answer the doubt that, if 
what he asserts is true, there will be no need for any causal operation 


ees a eee 
16. No one says: ‘The son of a barren womon was king previously to the 


coronation of Purnavarman.” 
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because the effect exists already in the cause as non-different from 
it. If the effect were as much an accomplished fact as its cause, 
where is the need for any causal operation by which the effect is 
produced? There should be none. But this is not a fact. People 
do endeavour to produce the effects that they want. This will not 
happen if the effect were already existent in the cause prior to its 
production. If we are not to declare that all human efforts are 
useless and vain, we shall have to subscribe to the asatkaryavada. 


Sankara’s reply to this contention is that the causal operation is 
useful and necessary in that it rearranges the cause in the form of an 
effect. Sankara hastens to add that even this form is not non-exis- 
tent earlier as that would militate against the principle urged earlier 
that the non-existent can never be the object of any causal operation, 
nor could it be brought into being. 


Again: because a thing is shown under a different condition it 
does not follow that it has become different or anything new has 
appeared in the meantime. An entity may be the same even under 
' diverse conditions. A person is the same whether he is lying huddled 
up with his limbs drawn in or stands up with his limbs stretched. 
Similarly, a manis a father to his son but is a son to his own father; 
is a husband to his wife. He is a subordinate to his boss but may 
be a boss to his own subordinates. His behaviour attitudes and 
responses will be different according to the different situations and 
relations. Yet it cannot be gainsaid that he constitutes, in spite of 
all this, the same self-identical individual. 


However, a difference could be pointed out to exist between the 
above example quoted by Sankara and the example of a jar being 
produced. In the above example, there is no interruption or destruc- 
tion of the persons concerned. But in the case of pot, the clay of 


which it is made gets destroyed, as it were, as clay, before the pot 
could be made from it. 


To this, Sankara’s reply is that it is not invariably necessary that 
in every causal production the material cause ceases to be before the 
effect appears. For example, milk when it turns into curds somehow 
persists. For, the curds exhibit the properties of the milk. In the 
case of a seed growing into a plant, we should say that the potential 
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energy that is called in that form a seed gets actualised and becomes 
manifestly visible. This happens by the accretion of similar particles 
of matter, Birth and ee are to be understood to be due to this 

creti separa ion | 2 erial particles making the unmanifest 
Santen and ie manifest oh ceeianttent again respectively. What 

ypears in these conditions of manifestation called birth and dis- 
appearance c called death is the same which is never destroyed. Other- 
wise the faetus in the mother’s womb and the child when it is born 


will be different. One and the same principle appears in diverse 
forms and is named cause or effect accordingly. 


In fact, the futility of causal operation besets only the asatkarya- 
vadins For, if the effect is not existent te non-existent earlier than 
its production, the causal operation will have no object. On what 
does one pansally operate? What isit that one wants to produce! 
When this is not given, how is one to function towards it? One can 
as a cut the ether into pieces by swords. 


If it were to be suggested that the object of the causal operation 
is the material cause itself (for example, clay in the case of the 
production of the pot), it will have the odd result that an operation 
on the clay will pes: e something different from it, that is the 

Sankara concludes that one fundament: ae cause apyeate as the 


cause and as the effect as the case may be and compares this 
process to an actor on the stage in various costumes. 





Refutation 0 of M IV. 


The Mimathsa system enquires into and determines the nature of 
religious duty. The Pirva-mimamsa of Jaimini starts with the avowed 
aim of investigating the nature of Dharma or religious duty which 
can be known only through the scripture. The Vedas are the highest 
authority for us. And the Mimamsakas believe that there is no 
author for the Vedas. Vedas, therefore, are self-valid and give us the 
knowledge of what is to be done and what not. The essence of the 
Mimathsa teaching is that by the diligent performance of religious 
duties as laid downin the Vedas one goes to heaven which is the 
abode of highest beatitude for the Mimatsakas. The sentences 
of the scripture themselves are injunctions or commandments as to 
what ought to be doneor not tobe done. If there is setae 
information, that derives its meaningfulness only from thei 
ratives. They are not meaningful in themselves, but only as ee: er- 
vient to imperatives. 


Safikara, even at the very commencement of his Sitra-bhasya 
makes clear the difference between the inquiry into dharma and that 


into Brahman. The very first point that he makes is of fundamental 
importance. He says that the inquiry into Brahman has nological 
connection with the inquiry into the nature of duty with which 
Mimamsa is wholly concerned. 


Desire to investigate into the nature of Brahman (brahma-jijiiasa) 
can arise independent of or prior to the desire to know dharma. Not 
only is it the case that there is no cause and effect relationship; 
there is not even chronological sequence between them. This is 
because the agent is different for the inquiry into Dharma and inquiry 
into Brahman. For instance, in sacrificial rites, certain operations 
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are subsidiary to certain others which are principal and primary.’ 
The same person who has competency for the principal rite has 
competency to perform the subsidiary also. The sequential relation 
between the desire to inquire into Dharma and into Brahman cannot 
be said to be one of principal and the subsidiary and one cannot say 
that one who has the competency for the one automatically has the 


competency for the other.’ 


Again, the (dharma-jijiasa and brahma-jijnasa) have different 
content and goal. The science of religious duty has the attainment 
of heaven and its pleasures as its supreme goal. The means to this 
is the performance of religious duty as laid down in the Vedas. 


But contrary to this, the knowledge of Brahman has release 
(moksa) asits result. Except its ownrise, this knowledge does not 
look to any performance of sacrificial duty. The religious merit 
arising out of the performance of duty is the content of the inquiry 
into religious duty. But that religious merit (dharma) is not there at 
the time of the rise of the knowledge of dharma, because dharma or 
the religious merit is the product of the performance of the religious 
act. But inthe case of an inquiry into Brahman or the desire to 
know Brahman, Brahman which is already an established fact and 
which is not produced by the act of the person is the content. 


Again: the scriptural injunctions (called codana or imperatives 
or commandments inducing the person to act) generate the knowledge 
of dharma even while they command the person to doa particular act. 
The scriptural texts, however, which inform about Brahman, the 
reality, just inform without asking one to do any act. Knowledge 
of Brahman which is anestablished fact is not a matter for command- 
ment. Given the conditions, one just knows it as it is, just as there 
is no need for an injunction to anyone to see a pot once there is a 


sense contact between the eyes and the pot. 


Again: the result of the performance of sacrificial acts is only 
the pleasures of paradise which are but temporary, being produced 





. Just as rites called Prayajas are subsidiary to the main sacrifice called 
DargapUrnamasa. The same person is competent to perform the principal 
and subsidiary rites. This competency is called adhik rta-adhtkara, 


2. Thus there is no place of angangi-bhava or adhik rtadhikara here between 
the two. 


1} 
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artificially in time and, therefore, destroyed intime. But knowledge 
is the means to eternal freedom. 


Yet again: in the matter of knowing what is dharma, scripture 
alone is the only authority. But knowledge of Brahman is based not 
only on scripture, but also on personal experience since knowledge of 
Brahman reaches its fulfilment in experience of Brahmanhood. This 
is because Brahman is an established fact. 


Moreover, action is dependent upon the agent’s freedom and 
choice. For instance, one can travel either on foot or on horse or 
even may decide not to travel at all. To take another instance, 
from a religious act, in the sacrifice called atir@tra, one is given an 
option to use the vessel sodasi or no for the purpose of oblation of 
the soma juice into the fire. Yet, again, agnthotra oblation can be 
performed either before sunrise or after. These two examples show 
that one may do an act or may not and one may do it differently 
respectively. The feature of an act to be performed is that it admits 
of rules and exceptions and alternatives. 


But knowledge is not of this nature. It has to follow the nature of 
the object as it is itself and given. Object A cannot be called B sim- 
ply because one would have it so. One has no freedom of choice in 


identifying an object as this or that. To misrepresent an object is to 


commit anerror. The object is independent of our knowing it as it 
exists even prior to our knowing it. In the same way, knowledge of 
Brahman should accord with the nature of Brahman which is already 
established independent of anybody knowing it.* 


Do the Vedas teach only acts? 


The Mimamsakas believe that all the texts of the Veda have 
only one purport and that is to enjoin actions. Such injunctions to 
act may be either positive imperatives or negative prohibitions, ztdhi 
or nigedha respectively. Texts which do not prescribe either of these 


3. Yet the knowledge of Brahman arises only through the Vedanta texts (vedai- 
kavedya) as it is not a sensible or even thinkable empirical object. Such a 
textual knowledge, however, must become direct realization and an intimate 
experience. 
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two are just meaningless.‘ But it cannot be that Vedic texts are 
meaningless. 


Hence, we can distinguish in the scripture the texts which are 
prescriptions from those which are descriptions of existing states of 
affairs. The Jatter may be names and consequences of Vedic acts or 
their agents or their deities and so on. As such, they are subordinate 

and must be syntactically related with the texts which are directly 
Set Or else, such descriptive texts may derive their sense 


by prescribing meditation which is a mental act.° 


For instance, the text ‘‘He cried” (sorodit) states of Agni that he 
cried because he was prevented by other gods. This is just a descrip- 
tive statement of what in fact happened. It is then a siddhavakya. 
But this has no meaning in itself taken in isolation, as there seems to 
be no use for it. The question “What if?” arises and must have to 
be answered. The answer is given by the scripture itself. There is 
a prescriptive prohibition that one should not offer silver as gift in a 
sacrifice. This isthe intent of the Veda. The reason why silver 
should not be given as gift is that when Agni cried in anguish his 
tears turned into silver. In this way, the descriptive narration of Agni 
crying must get its meaning by being related syntactically to the pres- 
criptive text prohibiting gift of silver in a sacrifice.* Such texts as 
“atima ityeva upausita’ (Meditate as the Self), prescribe meditation as 


an act. 


The Mimiamsakas further state in support of their doctrine that 
since Brahman is an established fact and not one accomplished by an 
act, there is nothing that one could do or need do about it; there is 
nothing that is to be abandoned or acquired. As such, any teaching 
with reference to it is a wasteful exercise. A meaningful teaching 
must enable us to abandon or acquire by a purposeful act. 


4 Gmnayasya kriyarthatvat Gnarthakyam atadarthanam. (Mimamsasitra: 1-2.1). 


Hence, the Mimamsa thinkers contend that Brahman which is a matter of 
established fact cannot be the teaching of the scripture, Established facts 
be known even by pram@nas like perception. 


Such texts in praise or condemnation of an act are called ‘arthav@das. Thus, 
the Mima msakas hold that in order that a statement is to be meaningful it 
should be either directly a prescription or prohibition of an act or a state- 
ment connected with it as a praise or condemnation thereof respectively. In 
other words, all statements get their meaning only in relation to an act. 
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Sankara’s Criticism 


First, it is not simply true that the Vedanta texts do not 
teach Brahman. There are numerous texts to prove this.” By the 
application of the six criteria of meaning.® it is well determined that. 
Brahman is the content of the teaching of the upanigadic texts. It 
will be farfetched to assume that these texts talk about acts. 
When there is explicit reference to Brahman in these texts, one 
should not unwarrantedly understand any other meaning by twisting 
the text. 


Nor can it be said that the texts refer toan agent because they 
explicitly deny the possibility of agent, act and instrument. The text: 
“With what would he see what?’’® repudiates all distinctions at the 
time of the realization of the unity of the Self. 


It is true that Brahman is an established fact. But this alone 
cannot be the reason why it should be perceived by the senses and 
other pramanas. An established entity may be perceptible or may not. 
Perceptibility is not the criterion for an established fact existing prior 
to the operation of pramanas. Both Brahman and Dharma are im- 
perceptible. Yet Brahman is an established fact but dharma is the 
result of an act. Something may be an established fact and yet may 
be imperceptible or unknowable by the prama@nas like perception for 
the reason that it has no ordinary marks, is exceedingly subtle, i 
one and non-dual, and is the very Self of all things. This truth i 
learnt only from the scripture.'° 


‘The argument of the Mimamsakas that Brahman being an ac- 
complished fact existing in its own right independent of anybody 





7. See for instance: Chandogya, VI-2-1; Aitareya, II1-1-1.1 Brhadaranyaka, 11-5. 
19; Mundaka, II-2-11. 


8. Thesix criteria are: (1) upakrama-upasamhara (2) abhyGsa (3) apirvata 

(4) phalam (5) arthavada and (6) upapatti. The beginning and end ofa 
passage, repetition and emphasis of an idea, novelty, the declared fruit, 
praise or criticism of an idea and intelligibility in the light of reasoning are 
the determinants. 


9. Brhadaranyaka: II-4, 13. 
10. While dharma is learnt only from the scripture, Roteau is also realized 


in experience as one’s own Self. Hence, anubhava also is a testimony in the 
matter of Brahman, as has already been stated. 
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knowing it, there is nothing to be done towards it and that, therefore, 
the texts supposedly teaching such a Brahman are rendered mean- 
ingless is patently fallacious. It is gratuitous to suppose that know- 
ledge about an established fact is meaningless and that only a 
knowledge that leads to an act is meaningful. It cannot be denied 
that knowledge of Brahman, though not an act, removes ignorance 
and thus puts anend to the ills of life and death which is the greatest 
of all uses. To know that something is not a serpent but only a rope 
is indeed a great result since it puts an end to all fears. 


Strictly speaking, knowledge through scripture does not so much 
teach us Brahman as it removes all that conceals the truth from 
vision.'' Thus the scripture does not teach Branman as ‘this’ 
or ‘that’. Rather, it shows that Brahman is the Self of all and that 
it is not an object of any kind of knowledge. It seeks to destroy all 
the distinctions of the knower, known and the knowledge in the 
Self.'? When such distinctions are rooted out by knowledge, Brahman 
which is the very Self of all, is self-luminously present. Brahman 
does not presuppose its own possibility. It zs the presupposition of 
all that is possible. It isself-manifestly real. Therefore anything 
but itself is alone the object of knowledge. It makes even this know- 


ledge possible. 


The Mimathsaka view implies the transitoriness of all the fruits 
of its discipline. It believes that a heavenly state of bliss is obtained 
as a prize for the diligent performance of religious duties as enjoined 
by the scripture. But, Sankara points out that all actions take place. 
and produce their results in time. These results cannot. but be 
ephemeral because of their temporality.” 

11. avidyakalpita-bhedanivrtti-paratvat Sastrasya. S.B. 1-1.4. 


12. pratyagatmatvena avisayataya pratipadayad avidyakalpitarh vedyaqveditr-vedanadt 
_ bhedam apanayati. S. B. \-1.4, See also Kena: 1-3; Brhada@ranyaka: l11-4,2. 
Brahman cannot be the object of mind, according to these texts. 


13. A result can be produced in four ways: (1) prapya (2) utpadya 
(3) samskarya and (4) vikdrya. When one travels from one place to 
another, when one grows grainsin a field, when one cleanses a mirror and 
when milk turns into curds by a natural chemical process, the results are 
but temporary and imply some need or want or modification. But release 
(moksa) according to Sankara is eternal, pure Brahmanhood (brahmabhava), 
Hence none of these four varieties of action is relevant there. 
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Action as a rule produces some change unthinkable in Brahman, 
the Self of all, as it is eternally pure. Even the so called purificatory 
rites (saviskaras) do not produce any excellence in the Self. It is 
because the Self is identified with the pody und co complex by a false 
superimposition that it seems that the Self is puri ified. Really the so 
called purification belongs to the body."* 


It may be asked here whet 
of the mind. ee answer + that t z is not so. ae ae a ee 
between knowledge and eee Su TE | meditation that is a mental 


activity. We can suite ‘into scene more close 


An act is defined as (1) the result of human free will and 
(2) as that which is laid down irrespective of the nature of the object 
towards which an act is prescribed.*° Meditation which is a mental 
act is of this character. As it is so, it is dependent on the free will 
of the person who does it. But knowledge, as it has been stated 
earlier, is independent of the human will. It results from the means 
of right knowledge which, in its turn, reports the object as it is in 
itself.*® 


Paficagnividya is a classic example of meditation’. Therein things 


like ether, rain, earth, man and woman are meditated on as fire. 
This is only imagination and has nothing to do with the natures of 
these factors. Ordinarily, they are not considered as fire which has 
its own nature. Hence, it is possible to ask one to meditate on ether 


etc., as fire. But it is idle to ask one to meditate on fire as fire. We 
must know fire as it is. There could be no injunction regarding this 
in the form: ‘‘Know fire as fire’. Nor can one say that he has 
chosen to see fire as fire or as something else as though he is free to 


take objects as this or that according to his vohima: 


14, sacadehena samhata eva. S. B, I-1.4. Allactions are appropriate only when 
there is mistaken identity with the body-mind complex. 

15. kriya hi nama sa yatra vastusvarupanirapeksatva codyate, purus a-citta-vy aparadht- 
natvdcca, Se B. I-1.4. 

16. pramanamca yathabhitavastuvisayam, 
In the Paficagnividya, the five factors in the soul’s journey viz. (1) ether 
(2) rain (3) earth (4) man and (5) the woman are meditated as Fire 
into which the soul is offered as oblation. See Cha@ndogya; V-7, 7-1. 
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To know fire is knowledge. To imagine ether or woman as fire 
is meditation. The latter is a mental activity while the former is not. 
Hence, Brahman-Knowledge is not and cannot be a matter of injunc- 
tion (vtdhi) or an act that follows it. Nor is it a mental act like 
imagination or meditation,'* because none of varieties of meditation 
is adequate to the concept of Brahman in Advaita. It is taught in 
the Upanisads that the individual soul 7s Brahman, not that it has to 
be imagined or meditated on by a fancy of the mind as Brahman. 
The statement like “‘That art Thou”’ is a cognitive one stating what 
it means. It is not a metaphor, nor symbolic. If it were a metaphor 
or a symbol, it cannot be claimed, as the Upanigads do, that an 
understanding of their meaning destroys the ignorance by the roots 
along with all possible doubts and uncertainties. In other words, 
the statement is cognitively and literally an assertion. It is declared 
time and again that one who knows Brahman becomes Brahman 
which will be impossible on a metaphorical or symbolic rendering of 
the identity-texts like “That art thou’’.'® 


Sankara shows how then the texts like ‘“The Self is to be seen”, 
“Thou shalt know Brahman” etc., are to be interpreted. These 





18, Brahman-Knowledge cannot be anyone of the following meditations. 
(1) sampat (2) adhyasa-rilpa (3) visis fakriyayoga-nimitta and (4) samskara. 
The first one is practised when agnihotra is meditated on as aSvamedha or 
when mind is meditated on as the ViSvedevas, for getting the same results. 
Similarly, if the Self is meditated on as Brahman it is sampad-upasana. 
Here the importance is to aSvamedha and Visvedevas. The second one is 
practised when mind is meditated on as Brahman or the sun is meditated on 
as Brahman. Here the importance is to the mind or thesun. The third 
one is practised when Praga in the body is meditated on as one with Vayu 
as they have the common character of withdrawing other elements into 
themselves. Prana withdraws every other vital air and senses into itself 
during sleep. Vayu withdraws every other element into itself at the time of 
the world-dissolution. Applied to Brahman and the soul, the soul energises 
and makes the body grow as Brahman does the worlds. Hence the soul is 
meditated on as Brahman. The fourth one is where the person performing 
a sacred rite meditates on himself as Brahman to get qualified, just as the 
ghee to be used ina sacrifice is purified and becomes fit to be used by the 
look at it of the master’s wife. 


19. Cp. the Kena text: (1. 3) where it is declared that Brahman is other than 
what is known and what is unknown alike. This means that Brahman is 
not anobject of the act of knowing. Hence, in the expression ‘fone who 
knows Brahman”, the word “knows” does not signify a mental act. That 
which speech cannot express but that which makes speech possible cannot be 
an object of mind. (See Kena I.4) It is the logical prius of mind. Brhadar- 


anyaka: I1-4-13.) 


88 

texts appear to be commandments or prescriptions or rules (uvzdhis)*° 
Really, these apparent imperatives indicate how the Self is the object 
of supreme value. They praise the Self as the summum bonum. The 
use of such a praise is that man’s mind is drawn aside from natural 
diversions to the Self. Man desires naturally his own happiness but 
runs after objects that are really a source of pain. He does not know 
where the source of happiness lies. ‘To turn his mind towards the 
Self which is the seat of happiness, the scripture declares that Self is 
to be moditated on orseen. Hence it is not an injunction, though it 
appears to be one in grammatical form. *’ 


Further, the Mimamsaka claim that in the scripture statements 
that refer to action or subservient to such statements alone are true 
cannot be maintained. Even statements of matters of fact without 
any reference to a specific actare meaningful. For instance, in the 
texts like:  ‘‘Sacrifice with Soma”, “Offer curds’, the words 
“Soma’’, “Curds’’, are nouns standing for specific objects. They 
have their own meanings whether the objects denoted by them are 
used, in any action orno. Objects must first be known before they 
are used for any purpose. For instance, ‘‘What is Soma?’ is a ques- 
tion that hasa sense. To be used or not to be used for any purpose 
is a subsequent issue, having nothing to do with the knowledge of 
the objects. Hence, existential statements also are significant. 


Just as the objects are first known as “‘this’”’ or ‘‘that’’ though 
they are put to some use, so also Brahman-Knowledge is useful in 
destroying ignorance that is the cause of birth and death. This 
shows that existential statements have not only significance but also 
a use. 1 


The negative texts bring this out very clearly. For instance, the 
prohibition; ‘“ X ought not to be killed’ does not induce one to act. 
There is here neither an action nor a means to action. The import of 
the statement is that abstinence from killing is the ca use for the absence 


can , 





20. In Sanskrit the verbs like “drastavyah”, “viddhi” “pagyet’? have endings 

. which indicate imperatives, the tavya-pratyaya, the lot pratyaya and lin pratyaya 

respectively. Sentences with such verbs and verbending must, according to 
rules, be taken as imperatives. 


21, hanana-abhava is the cause of duhkhabhava. 
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of evil.*? There is no injunction or moral commandment to act, 
because there is no act involved. If anything, only abstinence from 
act is emphasized. That is the significance of the word “not’’ in 
“do not kill.’’%* It cannot have the meaning of imperative to act. 
It serves to show the non-existence of the thing with which it is 
associated. Non-action is then the meaning of such negative texts. 
Yet if they are meaningless, many Vedic injunctions will be rendered 
null and void. Prescriptions are as much essential parts of the 


scripture as are prohibitions even according to the Mimamsakas. 


Jaimini’s intention in saying that statements in the Veda not 
referring to any act are meaningless is only to show that the arthavada 
like the stories and myths that have no cognitive meaning in them- 
selves must be related to texts prescribing acts to acquire meaning. 
He does not refer to existential statements and negative statements 
(siddha-vakyas and nisedha-vakyas) which have their own meanings 


t.2* 


independently of any ac 


The Mimdatmsaka’s doubts whether there really follows the des- 
truction of ignorance and the ills of birth and death after know- 
ledge has arisen are baseless. Sankara asserts that after realization 
there could be no recrudescence of the old life. A person who has 
yenounced the attachment to objects cannot be governed by the 
pleasures of the objects any more. That is what the scripture intended 
to show by the statement: ‘‘To one who has lost the sense of attach- 


ment to the body, there is neither pleasure nor pain.” 


This ‘“‘bodilessness’’ (aSariratoa) is possible because the body is 
after all the result of ignorance. When that ignorance is removed, 


a 
22. hanana-abhava is the cause of duhkh@bhava. 


93, The negative sign “nah” (not) has several meanings like non-existence, dissi- 
milarity, smallness, absence of excellence and contradiction. The meaning 


here adopted appropriately is **non-existence”’. 


24, Even the statement of Sabara ‘“‘drsto hi tasyarthah karma@vabodhanam” (Its 
meaning is clear; it is only teaching Karma), refers to the section of the 
Veda dealing with dharma; it does not apply to the entire corpus of Vedic 
literature. tad-dharma-jijnasavisayatvat vidhi-pratisedha-S$astrabhiprayam. 
Again: ta@smaé purus arthanupayogy-upakhyanadi-bhutarthavadavisayam Gnartha- 
kyabhidhanam drasfavyam. S. B. 1-1.4. 


12 
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the body-sense is removed. Bodilessness is the natural condition of 
the Self. It cannot even be said that the body comes to be posse- 
ssed by the Self by the performance of action in the form of virtue 
and vice. For, such a position will involve a fallacious vicious 
circle. When there is a‘body, actions are done; body is produced 
when actions are done. This logical difficulty is a clear proof that 


the possession of body and performance of actions through it are 
illusory phenomena brought about by an initial ignorance. 


The Self is essentially actionless. It is not possible to argue, as 
the Sankhya does, that even by the very presence of the Self, a sort 
of agency accrues for the Self just as the very presence of the king is 
enough to make the servants act. Sankara shows in reply to this 
argument that the analogy of the king is unsound since the Self does 
not have the appurtenances like the body, physical wealth and the 
team of servants asthe king has. In fact, it is non-dual and does 
not have an other to it. The possession of body is thus the product 
of ignorance. 


It may be objected that the sense of the attachment to the body 
is to be considered as gauna and not mithya. While the latter will 
mean that the body is just an illusion, the former will mean that 
both the Self and the body are separately real and that yet the body 
will be figuratively attributed to the Self. An example of a gauna 
usage is the statement: ‘This boy is a lion,” wherein it is known 
that the boy is not literally a lion. The difference between the boy 
and the lion are quite well understood here. But it is suggested by 
such a usage that the boy has some qualities like ferocity and fear- 
lessness which are possessed by a lion. A person who does not, 


therefore, know the difference between a man and a lion the usage 
“This boy is a lion” will not be gauna. It will be an error and an 
illusion where one thing is mistaken for another. In other words, it 
is mithya- jana, Therefore, the bodilessness (adariratva) of the 
realized souls is possible even while living in the body as the attach- 
ment to the body is the result of false knowledge, (mithya-jnana) .* 


25. jivatopi vidusah aSariratuam, See Brhadaranyaka 1V-4. 7, where body 
of the released soul is compared to the abandoned skin of the snake. Also 
Gita: I1-54. where sthitaprajfa-laksana is described. 
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Hence it is not at ajl possible to say that Brahman is taught 


in the Upanigads only as an object of meditation which is a 
mental act.*® 


Thus, two views have been noticed and discarded here, The first view is of 
those who hold that the scripture teaches only religious act, not Brahman. 
The answer to this has been given by saying that by the application of the 
sixfold criteria of meaning and by the fact that Brahman-context is different 
from Karma-context, Brahman is taught in the Vedanta, The result of 
Vedanta is the destruction of ignorance and here there is no act to be perfor- 
med at all. The second view is that though Brahman is taught in the Upa- 
nisads, it is only as subsidiary object of meditation or upasana which is an 
act. To this it is replied that Brahman is not an agent nor an object of an 
act, being an established fact. The texts ofthe scripture are meaningful 
even when they state the existent fact. Contemplation and reflection are 
enjoined prior to realisation, not after, So the Upanigads teach Brahman 
only. 





CHAPTER X 
Refutation of the Mimamsa—II 


Jaimini has said that the Self is an agent and as such, he is 
connected with religious act. Hence the knowledge of the Self also 


is subsidiary to action. Declarations otherwise that the knowledge 


of the Self is the direct means to release are mere praises (arthavadas) 


: " ers oe ee at ee er Ses Be saan 1 
and nothing more. Such praises are common in the scripture. 


An objection may be raised against Jaimini’s position on the ground 
that the sacrificer is performing not only religious duties but also secu- 
lar ones. He is a common agent of both sacred and secular obligations. 
Hence, it is not justifiable to connect him as a Self with sacrificial act 
alone and to further say that the knowledge of the Self of the sacri- 
ficer is only subsidiary to the religious act. Only something that 
has no place anywhere except sacrificial act must always be related 


to that sacrificial act as a subsidiary to it. 


Jaimini’s reply to this objection is that the knowledge of the Self 
as different from the body is not at all relevant or useful except in 
sacrificial act. It has no use in the performance of secular acts. 
Whether there is a Self asdifferent from the body or no, the worldly 
activities are carried on by men for the realization of material ends 


in the world. 


But sacrificial acts have their use in an after-life. They have an 
eschatological significance. Without a knowledge of the Self as 
1. The vessel called juhku must be made of a specific word (palasa) and used in 
the sacrifice. Only then, the sacrificer will not hear anything like a blame. 
This latter statement is a praise for the use of a vessel made of a specific 
wood. It isan arthav@da. Its meaning and use lies in the injunction that 
only the vessel made of falafa must be used in a particular sacrifice. 
Hence it is subsidiary to religious act. Similarly, the soul which is different 
from the body is related to sacrificial act and as such the knowledge of it is a 
part of religious act. 
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different from the body the conception of a life after death is mea- 
ningless. Such a life is gained only by the sacrificial acts.” 


Again, scripture unequivocally declares that knowledge is a 
subsidiary to religious act. Whatever religious act is done with know- 
ledge and faith is said to be of great power.* It is again said that 


knowledge and act follow one to the other world.* 


There are again texts that show that only for one who has 
acquired the knowledge of the Self there is full eligibility for the per- 
formance of religious act. It is said that after completing the studies 
with the teacher, one enters the married life, duly performing the 


ordained religious duties. Eventually he goes to the Brahmaloka.’ 


That one should perform the religious duties as ordained in the 
scripture till the end of life is also the imperative command of the 


scripture.° 
Sankara’s Criticism 


Satikara refutes the above arguments on the following grounds. 
(1) If the soul that is the agent, enjoyer and transmigrating had been 
taught in the scripture as different from the body then it is possible 
to say that the knowledge of the Self is merely praised as an indepen- 


dent means to release. . 


But the fact is that it is the supreme Self (Brahman) which is 
greater than the transmigrating and conditioned soul and which has 
no need to act and which is stated as free from all defects and ble- 
mishes is taught in the Upanigads. A knowledge of such a supreme 


2. Brhada@ranyaka states that Janaka performed sacrifices. (III-l.1.). See 


Chandogya: W-II.5. Janaka was a person who had gained knowledge of 
the Self. Yet he performed sacrificial act. Uddalaka taught the knowledge 
of the Self to Svetaketu. This shows that teachers who were householders 
had knowledge of the Self. If mere knowledge unconnected with religious 
act could yield release, why should Janaka, Uddalaka and others perform 
sacrificial acts that involve so much of labour? If one could get honey at 
one’s own feet, why should: he climb the mountain? 


Chandogya: I-1.10. 
Brhadaranyaka: 1V-4.2. 
Chandogya: VIII-15.1. 
Iga: 2. 


a linet antes 
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Self cannot be pressed into the service of sacrificial act. In fact, such 
a knowledge nullifies the very possibilities of such acts. 


(2) Great sages have denounced the need for religious act. 
Knowledgeable Kavegayas saw no need for sacrificial and religious 
act including the study of scripture. Knowing the Self, the Brah- 
manas abandon their earthly mode of life with family and become 
mendicants. Even Yajiiavalkya after teaching to his wife the pathway 
to the felicity of immortality walked out of the house renouncing the 
worldly attachments.‘ 


Janaka performing the sacrifice is mentioned in the context of 
meditation ona personal God. Act is intelligible in that context, but 
not in the context of the attributeless Brahman. 


(3) The text quoted in support of the contention that an act 
along with knowledge is more powerful and quicker in its results 
refers, not to all meditations, but only to one vidya or meditation 
known as the wdgitha vidya, meditation on Om. 


(4) It is not true that knowledge and act follow a man into the 
next world because it is not the same man whom they are said to 
follow. Act follows one and knowledge follows another. One who 


is eligible for knowledge cannot be the same as one who is eligible for 
act. 


Strictly speaking, this talk of knowledge and act in the context 
does not refer to one who desires release (mumuksu),. They rather 
refer to the one who is still bound by ignorance. 


(5S) The statement® that one who practises the study of the 
Vedas and other religious duties leading the life of a householder 
goes to Brahmaloka must be understood only with reference to the 
study of scripture and religious act. It cannot be taken to comprehend 
the knowledge of the Self which is an independent means to release. 


(6) Therule for performing one’s religious duties till the end of 
one’s life as laid down in the /%a upanisad does not specially mention 





7. See Brhadaranyaka: II-5.1; 1V-5.15. 
8. ChaGndogya: VIII-15,1. 
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the realized soul. It is a general statement. From that, therefore, 
one cannot conclude that the released soul also should perform acts. 
Or else, if the released soul is thought to be connected with acts, it 
should be understood that such a statement is a praise of the know- 
ledge of the Self. Though a released soul performs acts till the end of 
life, the acts do not bind him by virtue of his knowledge. 


(7) The released souls experiencing the fruits of knowledge do 
not feel any interest in any act that will fulfil any other wants.° 


(8) The result of knowledge is immediately, here and now, 
experienced. The result of acts is in the future. For this reason 


also, knowledge is an independet means to release. 


(9) The scripture declares that the illusion of the world of 
plurality is destroyed by right knowledge. When everything has 
become the Self, with what will one see and what will he see??° 
When all differences have been removed, there is no possibility of any 


act. 


(10) Knowledge is mentioned with reference to Sannyasins who 
have renounced allacts. At least here, there cannot be any doubt 
whether knowledge is not subsidiary to act. It is clear then that 


_knowledge is an independent means to release. 


J 


Knowledge and Religious Act 


Does the knowledge of the Self depend on the religious act for 
the production of the result of release? Or is it independent? This 
question is repeatedly taken up by Satikara with an emphatic reply 
that itis independent as the direct means to release. However, he 
points out that religious act is helpful in the generation of knowledge. 


Sankara, following the Brahma-sitras'' explains his stand as follows. 


Knowledge is the sovereign independent means to release and to 


the destruction of ignorance just as a lamp is the only means of 


9. Brhadaranyaka: 1V-4, 11. ‘What are we going todo with progeny when 
the’ Self is immediately experienced?’’ is the attitude of the released souls. 


Thus they do not do anything to fulfill a wish. 
10. Brhadaranyaka: I1-4,14. . 
ll. II1-4.25-7. 
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dispelling darkness. But this does not mean that there is no place 
for religious act at all. They do havearole to play in bringing 
about the appropriate conditions for the rise of knowledge. ‘The 


scripture itself makes this clear.” 


Just as the horses are used only in drawing the chariots but not 
in ploughing the land, so acts are useful only in the origination of 
knowledge, not in the removal of ignorance and attainment of 
release. Even control of the mind and the senses are the conditons 
for the origination of knowledge. But they are the more intimate 
means (antaranga sadhana), while the religious acts like sacrifice are 
external (bahiranga) conditions for the desire to know (vedaneccha),'* 


Saiikara says in one place that though curds and poison cause 
fever and death respectively, they afford satisfaction and health 
when they are combined with jaggery and mystic chants respectively, 
Similarly, religious act as a means to the desire for knowledge may 
be the cause for release through knowledge indirectly.** 


Even here, religious acts that are conjoined with meditation are 
much more potently instrumental in the production of the desire 
for knowledge than the ones which are routine physical repetition of 
religious acts. But all acts whether informed by meditation (up@sti) 
or uninformed are instrumental to the production of the conditions 
for the rise of knowledge. They differ only in the quickness or 


slowness in point of time. 


Some people argue that the performance of the obligatory 
religious duties that are to be done daily or on prescribed occasions‘® 


12. Brhadaranyaka: (1V-4.22) declares that “tthe Brahmanas desire to know 
the Self by the study of the Vedas. sacrificial offerings, gifts, austerity and 
dispassion’’. The desire to know the Self is generated by such religious 
acts and therefore, there is instrumentality for such acts in producing the 
conditions for the rise of knowledge. Brahmacarya is praised as a sacrificial 
act. (Chandogya: VIII-5.1). Sacrificial act is thus shown to be instrumental 
in the rise of knowledge. See also Kafha: 11-15. Religious act results in 
pure character and cleanliness of mind in which knowledge arises. 


13. See Brhada@ranyaka: 1V-4.22 and IV-4.23. Both the religious acts 
and the cardinal virtues are laid down as imperatives for the rise of know- 
ledge. 


14. S. B. 1V.1.16. a@radupakarakatvat karmanah. 


15. nitya-naimitltika-karmas, 
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nullify the sins (pratyavaya), the religious acts that are done with a 
selfish motive and acts that are prohibited.'® The acts done in the 
past that have produced the present body are exhausted and neutra- 
lised by enjoying and experiencing them in this life. In this way 
when the present body has fallen on death, no fresh body is 
produced as there are no karmas left over that cause a body. Sucha 
liberation which is returning to one’s selfhood does not, therefore, 
require any knowledge as its means. ic is done automatically by the 
exhaustion and elimination of all karmas. 


But this, Sankara points out, is wrong. In the first instance, 
there is no proof or gatos, for the above view. Certainly, the 
scripture does not mention any such view. It seems to be rather the 
conjecture of the human reason. The “deasonisccns to bath asi 
birth is caused by karmas, there will be no birth if karmas are neutra- 


lised. 


Secondly, the future possibilities and potentialities of the stock of 
karmas are it incale ula ble. K arm do not rece thei resiléa alinet 
the same time: - time, others at 
orber erlee Hence, the ¢ experience in the Body! in the current life 
does not exhaust all the karmas in one lifetime. One can have no 
conception as to the remnant possibilities and the number of future 
births and bodies. Such remnant karmas are stated to exist by Hie 
scripture."* 


It cannot be said that the nétya and natmittika karmas (daily and 
occasional obligatory duties) will nullify and neutralise those 
remant possibilities of the future also. The reason is that these 
obligatory duties are not incompatible with those remnant possibili- 
ties of karmas in the future. The religious acts of the past wid their 

const See are cage he ( _ n ae aad can never be counteracted 
pyc 
Ve ce 1 a spire are aie not joa Bs bad acts, eit slic by 
good acts. ; 


Even the bad acts cannot be known to have been totally destroy- 
ed by the performance of the obligatory duties. 


16. ka@mya and nisiddhakarmas. 


17. tadya iha ramaniya caranah. Chandogya: V-10.7. 
13 
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Moreover, there is no proof for saying that by the performance 
of the obligatory duties nothing more happens than the non-produc- 
tion of sins. It is possible that from such a performance of obli- 


gatory duties, other results, too may follow."* 


No one can say with certainty or authority that except in the 
absence of the knowledge of the Self, the motivated and prohibited 
acts could be said to be absent or impossible. Even the subtlest of 
intellect commits subtle errors.'? If Brahman-Atman identity is not 
accepted along with the fact that knowledge is the means to realize 
that identity, there could be no expectation of release. Like the heat 
of fire which is its natural property, bondage to karmas will be unre- 
deemable because karmas are always bound to produce their results. 


18. Apastamba has said that though the mango tree is grown for the sake of 
the mango fruit, the tree incidentally gives shade and fragrance. 
Similarly by the performance of the duty certain other incidental results 
may be produced, 


19. sunipunanamapi siiksma-aparadhadarsanat. 





Refutation of Mimamsa III 
God and Karma 


Do the karmas produce the results on their own accord or are 
their results judged and apportioned by God? To this question, the 
Mimathsakas answer that the karmas produce their own results in the 
fulness of time. No God need be postulated for this purpose. What, of 
course, is generated when a religious act is completed is a moral 
potency called apirva which in its turn produces results as and when 
the proper time for fructification has arisen. 


D0sition of Mimamsa is refuted by Sankara.' It is 
only : ears that fh moral acts wait for God’s decision on them 


for proper distribution of results. Only an intelligence of the dimen- 
sion of God’s that has created the a5 1a can also conceivably effect 
the distribution of results according to one’s deeds. 


‘ish and are momentary and, hence, cannot be expected 

ce ne ults at a later time. That which is extinct cannot be 
ee of peaates after alapse of time. It cannot be argued that 
the karmas perish but not before producing their results which are 
later experienced by the agent. For, prior to getting related to the 
experiencing subject, it is meaningless to talk ofa result. If it is 
said that the karmas produce, not the results, but only the moral 
potency Gena which alone yields the results at the appropriate time 
later, this also is not reasonable. Apurva is an inert principle and as 
such cannot een in an intelligent way without being superintend- 


ed by an intelligence. 


Moreover, there is no proof for the existence of apurza at all. 
If it is said that without the postulation of apuroa, the production of 


1, SB I. 2, 38.41. 
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results and consequential experience of pleasure and pain at different 
times is unintelligible and that, hence, apfirva is established by the 
proof of arthapatti, that, too, is hard to maintain. Apirva is not the 
only explanation available. Even the postulation of God fully 
explains the distribution of the fruits of Karma. 


Scripture, too, is an authority in this matter.’ 


An incidental question is to be answered here. If God is the 
distributor of the results of the acts of man, would not the charge of 
partiality and cruelty on the part of God become unavoidable? Some 
people are all the time enjoying wealth and pleasure while others 
have to their lot both pleasure and pain alternatingly,*® if not 
unredeemed misery all through. Could a just and all-merciful 
Providence be the author of such cruelty and partiality? 


Safikara answers‘ that no charge of the above crimes could be 
brought against God because He creates only according to the deeds 
of the souls. God is comparable to the clouds in this respect. 
Clouds are responsible for bringing rain that helps the growth of 
grains like rice and barley- But their growth is not everywhere the 
same. Individual differences are there which must be traced to the 
respective potencies of the deeds. 


Similarly, God is but the common cause for creation. The 
individual variations are caused by the respective merits of the souls 
acquired by their own acts.‘ 


But there is a snag in the above argument. No acts and, there- 
fore, no merits are present prior to creation and therefore, at the 
first creation all must have been created the same. The problem 
remains how the souls could have acted differently when there was 
nothing to produce the individual variations at the beginning. 


——<——— 


2. Brhadaranyaka: 1V-4. 24. ‘The Self distributes food and wealth.”? See also 
Gita: VII-21. 


3. Sankara puts this argument in the mouth of Jainism. See III-2. 40. 
4, S. B. II-1-34. 


5. See Kausitaki Brahmana: 111.8; Brhadaranyaka: 11-2. 13, Gita; IV, 11. 
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Sankara does not find this a difficulty because the series of birth 
is beginningless* and it is impossible to say when creation started. 
What we can say is only that the acts of the souls determine their 
merits according to which their lot is determined by God. 


6. See: 
means that creation with all the souls and objects in it would have been 
non-existent earlier. Its taking place at a time would have rendered it 
causeless. In that case, even the released souls will revert to bondage. 
Pleasure and pain will arise without any reason. All this will happen because 
no cause could be ascribed to the individual variations. 





Refutation of the Pasupata view 


The PaSupata religion holds that God is only the efficient cause 
and not the material cause also for the world. Sankara refutes this 
view, thereby refuting all those who aver that God is the efficient 
cause alone, to wit, the Naiyayikas, Vaisesikas,! Pata fijala Yogins. 
The MaheSvaras who are of four classes viz. Saivas, Page upatas, 
Karunika Siddhantins and Kapalikas are also of the view that God 
is the efficient cause alone.” 


The view is now neiuted ak gener.” eed cannot be ithe cause 


i. ilk since, ee. to fe God - is ae ths ee t@ or 
efficient cause of the Pradhana as well as the Purusa. As mere 


efficient cause, God is open to several charges. If God assigns to 
souls diverse positions as high, low and middle arbitrarily as the 
efficient cause he will be guilty of partiality and preferential treat- 
ment to some. Such a bias makes God like an average human being. 
Man, in that case, creates God in his own image. But this is hardiy 
acceptable. 


It cannot be maintained that the various positions are governed 
by the moral acts of the souls themselves and that, therefore, the 
positions are the deserts that the souls themselves deserve by virtue of 
their moral worth. For, such a contention will land us in the fallacy 


1. The Brahma-siitras (1-4-23, 24) teach that God is both the material and the 

, efficient cause. As such, any view that limits God to being the efficient 

cause alone of the world is repugnant to the Vedanta and its view that the 
individual Self is substantially Brahman alone. 


Sankara says that the Maheévaras teach five categories as given by God 
himself to the souls. 1) Pradhana and I$vara who are causes 2) The evolutes 
of Pradhana which are the effects 3) Yoga or the meditation etc.. 4) the 
daily discipline or vid&i and 5) Release or (duhkhanta). 
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of mutual dependence. God will require the moral worthof the souls 
for awarding them positions in life and moral worth will have, in 
turn, to be determined by the moral acts to which the Lord impels 
them according to their respective positions. 


Nor can it be said that such a dependence is not a serious fallacy 
since these two factors Karma and God, are beginningless. At all 
times, this mutual dependence also is beginninglessly present, and 


hence, besets the scheme of things inexorably. 


Again, even as the Naiyayikas say, all activity starts from some 
selfish motive for the fulfilment of some self-interest.° If this were 
so, their own concept of God in action will make their God motivated 
by self-interest. A defectless person never proceeds to act either for 
himself or for others. This will, therefore, reduce God to the status 
of an average human being. 


This defect becomes particularly pronounced when we take the 
Yoga system wherein God is but the most excellent soul and is 
unattached and indifferent. Such a God has no reason to act. 


Again, a God who is different from Pradhana and the soul or 
who has relation with them cannot be the inducer or the efficient 
cause towards them. He cannot be con joined with them by sam Lyoga 
ecause neither He nor they have parts and all the three of them 


re all—pervasive. Nor can He be related to Pradhana and to the 


soul by samavaya because their is no proof to say that God is the locus 
(asraya) and that they are located inthem. Nor is it possible to 
conceive of a causal relation because that is precisely the question at 
issue.* 


If it were said that even for people like the followers of Yoga, 
there is the authority of omniscient beings like Kapila who have 


3. Nyaya siitra: 1-1. 18. pravartana-laksana dosah. 


4, On the Advaita theory, on the contrary, Brahman is both the material and 
the efficient cause (abhinna-nimitta-upadana-kara na). The so called relation 
between Brahman on the one hand and the world and the soul on the other 
is one of identity or, preferably, non-difference (t@datmya). Moreover, 
Advaita bases itself on scriptural authority and hence can overrule the 
empirical considerations if they are contrary to scripture. The others like 
the Nyaya-Vaisesika believe in the power of reason and they must not 
deviate from the experiential proof. 
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given the schools their scripture, this will involve mutual dependence. 
The omniscience of these teachers like Kapila is established by the 
texts of authority they have created and the authority of their texts 
is established by their omniscience. 


The believers in the efficient causality alone of God draw upon 
the analogy of the potter making a pot with clay. The potter uses 
the clay at his disposal because clay is a material substance with 
form and extension. But one cannot compare the Pradhana with 
clay and, God with potter. Pradhana is formless and invisible 
and therefore cannot be the material means to make the world with. 


But does not the soul make use of the sense-organs which do not 
have form and are imperceptible? Similarly, God also can use the 
material of Pradhana which is formless and imperceptible. But this 
contention is wrong. That the senses are used by the soul is inferred 
by the fact of enjoyment. But there is no such enjoyment found in 
the case of God from which we can make a similar inference regard- 

_ing Pradhana being used. Besides, if God were possessed of senses, 
as in the case of man, he will become indistinguishable from man. 


If God were supposed to be the ruler of the world as a king with 
a body is a ruler of his kingdom, God must be endowed with a body. 
This is plainly wrong. Bodies come into being after creation. If, on 
the contrary, God has no body, He can never rule or make things 
act. With the body He becomes like a created being. Without a 
body, He cannot act. 


Again these philosophers who argue that God is the efficient 
cause and ruler of the world also say that He is omniscient and 
eternal. They also hold that Pradhana and the souls, too, are eter- 
nal. All these three, God, world and the souls are different from one 
another. 


The question now is: Does the omniscient God determine the 
number and magnitude of the Pradhana and the souls or no? On 
both these alternatives, there are difficulties. If yes, it will entail 
limitedness of God, Pradhana and the souls because the number and 
magnitude are determined and known by God. 


The very fact that there are three categories, God, Pradhana and 
the souls shows that they are limited by each other. Again, God 
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knows the number of souls. He knows how many are liberated at 


any time. So the souls are known to be limited. 


Pradhana is intended for the soul’s enjoyment and for God’s use 
in creation. It also is limited and thus has an end. If, accordingly, 
Pradhana has come to an end, what will God use and control? Of 
what will He be the ‘Lord? Of what will He have omniscient know- 
ledge? Since there is no Pradhana of which God is the Lord and the 
knowledge of which is omniscience, God’s Lordship and his omnisci- 
ence will be at an end. Similarly when all the souls are liberated, 
God will have no cause to act. His so-called Godhood will come to 
anend. Inthis way, Cod, Pradhana and the souls will come to an 
end. Whichever has an end will have a beginning also. If the three 
ultimate categories have a beginning and an end, nihilism will be 
the result if we answered in the affirmative to the question whether 
God knows the number and the magnitude of Pradhana and the 
souls. If the answer is in the negative, God will cease to be omni- 
scient. This is the dilemma that the philosophers like the logicians 


will have to face. 





CHAPTER XIII 


Refutation of the Paficaratra or the Bhagavata Doctrine 


Sankara, after rejecting the view that God is only an efficient 
cause and not the material cause also, now proceeds to consider the 
Pajficaratra view. Itis true that the Paficaratra view is the same as 
that of Saikara in so far as the causality for Brahman is concerned. 
That is, Brahman is both the material and the efficient cause of the 
world. 


But there are the other parts of the Pdaficaratra system which 
raise doubts. The doctrines of the system are as follows: 


Bhagavan Para Vasudeva aloneis the reality (paramartha-tattva). 
He is of the nature of pure consciousness. He manifests Himself in 
four forms or oyuihas which are: (1) Vasudeva (2) Sankargana (3) 
Pradyumna and (4) Aniruddha. Among these, Vasudeva is the 
Supreme Lord. Sankarsana is the soul. Pradyumna is the mind. 
Aniruddha is egoity (ahankara). Of these, again, Vasudeva is the 
cause while the other Vyuthas are the effects thereof. Vasudeva is 
not only the supreme reality but also the supreme goal. One has to 
endeavour to reach him.’ 


Now, that one Vasudeva manifests Himself as four is a doctrine 
that is acceptable to Sankara. But Bhagavata theology says a few 
more things which are not at all reasonable. According to them, 
from Vasudeva Sankarsana appears, from Safikarsana Pradyumna 
appears, from Pradyumna Aniruddha appears. The difficulty is in 
accepting that Sankarsana, the soul, could havea beginning. [If it 





1. The means are fivefold: (1) abhigamanaor attendance at the temple with 
the purity and concentration of body, mind and speech. (2) upa@da@na or 
preparing the auxiliaries for worship. (3) zjy@ or worship. (4) svadhyaya 
or the chanting of the holy mantras and (5) yoga or continuous meditation. 
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had a beginning, it will have an end also. Consequently, release 
will be a meaningless concept. It is the soul which is in bondage 
that is released. It persists in both these states. An impermanent soul 
will have no such persistence. 


Secondly, the Bhagavatas believe that from Sankargana, the 
soul, is originated Pradyumna, the mind, which is an instrument. 
This notion seems odd because nowhere is it found that the instru- 
ment gets originated from its user. Similar consideration makes’ the 
assertion that from Pradyumna, the mind, Aniruddha, the egoity, is 
born unacceptable. -This stand of the Bhagavatas seems rather 


arbitrary since there is neither empirical nor scriptural evidence for it. 


Even if it were maintained, as by the Bhagavatas, that Sankar- 
sana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha are not souls or mind or egoity in 
the ordinary sense of these terms and that they are all Lords even as 
Vasudeva is, possessing the sixfold? divine attributes like knowledge, 
lordship, etc., being devoid of other causes for themselves, are eternal 
and non-originated, the defect of origination and non-eternality is 


yet present. 


This is how it happens. If the Bhagavatas believe that these 
four lords possess equal attributes and yet differ from one another 
and do not have one and the same Self, then there is no need to pos- 
tulate all of them as lords. Even one among them will do. 


Not that the Bhagavatas are unaware of this. Ina way, they do 
accept this criticism because they say that Vasudeva is the only 
highest reality. If the other three Vyuhas are but the manifestations 
of Vasudeva, even then, there cannot be origination for them, for, 
they are the same reality in different forms. If they are the same in 
reality, there is no need for them to be “produced as though they are 


different. 


a 
2. jana, aiSvarya, Sakti, bala, virya, and fejas are these six attributes. The 
capacity to know the objects of the world individually and collectively is 
jiiana. Unobstructed sovereignty is aiSvarya. Being the material cause of 
the world is Sakti. The effortless ease and spontaneity of protecting and 
maintaining the creation is bala. In spite of being the material cause, 
the power to remain changeless is vi7ya. Independence of external aid in 

creating and control over others is tejas. . , 
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Only things different from one another can be causes and effects, 
like the clay and the pot. The Bhagavatas do not, in fact, recognize 
any difference among the Vythas. Also, there is no reason why the 
Vywhas are only four. All the things that are found in creation are 
vytihas of the Lord as His manifestation. 


Again the Bhagavatas say in one breath that knowledge etc., 
are attributes (gunas) and that the vyihas are the owners of these 
attributes. Andin other places, these attributes are stated to be 
selves or Vasudevas. 


Finally, the Bhagavata system based on the Paficaratra Agama 
is itself repugnant to the Vedas as it is declared there that one who 
has learnt even one letter from Pajficaratra is superior to one who has 
mastered all the four Vedas.’ 


3, Satikara quotes a statement which says that t Siqdilya not being able to 


obtain the truth from the four Vedas, studied this Paficaratra Sastra. 
calursu vedesu param Sreyo’labdhua Sandilya idarh $ @stram adhigatavan. 





CHAPTER XIV 


Refutation of the View that the word ‘*‘ Anandamaya”’ 
refers to Brahman 


In the Tatttiriya Upanisad there is a progressive definition of the 
Self as food, vital airs, mind and intellect and finally as consisting of 
bliss. These five are the sheaths in which the Self is found covered. 
The outermost of them is the physical body and the subtlety incr- 
eases with every sheath till we come to the fifth that is adnanda-maya. 


The question that is raised is whether this dnandamaya is the 


highest Brahman or the Self or it is only one of the sheaths, though 
penultimate." 


Sometimes it is urged, (as is done by one Vrttikara and by 
Ramanuja later) thatit is only the supreme Brahman that is signifi- 
ed by Gnandamaya. ‘The view opposed to this saying that anandamaya 
is the transmigrating soul is held for the following reasons. (1) 
‘‘K nandamaya” is mentioned in the series of annamaya etc., which are 
all other than Brahman. (2) Members like priya, moda, pramoda etc., 
are mentioned for this @nandamaya. But Brahman is partless and is 
not related to priya etc. (3) Anandamaya is said to be having his 
abode in the body as it is inside the Vijtanamaya-Sarira. Being in 


the body, pleasure and pain cannot be avoided for it. 


The above considerations are now proved to be false and it is 
shown that dnanda-maya is nothing other than the supreme Brahman 


on the following grounds: 


2 SEND EBS 
1. The Vaiyasikanyayamala puts the essence of the matter thus: Is Gnandamaya 

the transmigrating soul or Brahman, the ultimate reality? aie prima facie 

view is that it is the soul as there is the use of mayaf suffix indicating modifi- 

cation and the usage of members like priya, moda, pramoda etc. But this view 

With the criteria of beginning and conclusion it 1s ascertained that 
ais Brahman. The suffix mayaf means only fulness or abundance. 
eally belong to mind which is the adjunct 


is wrong. 
@nandamay 
The socalled members like priya r 
of the @nandamaya Brahman. 
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(1) The word ‘ananda’ it repeatedly used by the scripture in 
connection with Brahman.? Brahman is known as Ananda.’ (2) It 
is not a defect that @nandamaya is mentioned in the series of ‘annamaya 
etc., because Gnandamaya is the innermost reality of all. The inten- 
tion of the scripture is to teach Brahman slowly and gradually by 
first presenting annamaya etc., as Brahman and progressively taking 
the mind of the student to the inner and subtler realities finally cul- 
minating in the G@nandamaya. It is only a pedagogical technique 
adopted towards the obtuse mind of the student. (3) The members 
of priya, moda etc., really belong to the preceding Vijidnamaya and 
are thus adjuncts. (4) Even existing in the body for @nandamaya 
is because of the sequence beginning from the annamaya. Other- 
wise for Anandamaya there is no existing in the body as it is for 
the transmigrating soul. (5) The suffix mayat is used in the word 
‘dnandamaya’ only to signify fulness or abundance’. Therefore, it 
does not involve modification and non-eternality. In the Upanisads, 
the calculus of bliss is given. The greatest of human happiness is 
taken as one basic unit;* Brahman that is bliss is hundredfold, 
thousandfold and so on, of this human happiness and is unexcellable. 


It is evident that Brahman is full of bliss and that is signified by the 
word ‘maya.’ 


Again, Brahman is said in the scripture to make one joyous.’ 
Therefore Brahman is G@nandamaya, just as a person who makes others 
rich is said to be full of wealth.’ 


(6) The same Brahman declared in the text: “Existence, Con- 
sciousness, Bliss’”*®, as the cause of all, as the indweller in all, as 





2. See Taittiriya, II, 7, 8 and 9. 
3. Taittiriya, III, 6. See Brhad@ranyaka, 111-9, 28. 


4. pracurya. See Paninisittra V-4, 21, tat-prakrtavacane mayat. In the expres- 
sion “‘annamayo yajnah’** the ‘maya’ means abundance. _ Similar is the case 
here. 

5. Taittiriya, I, 8. 

6. Taittiriya: II, 7. esa hy eva Gnandayati., 

7. pracuradhana. 

8. Taittiriya: II, 1. This is the mantra. 


lil 


existing inside and outside of all, is stated here also.* If these two 
contexts speak of two different things, then, it will be abandoning the 
context and adopting the irrelevant. (7) Just asin the series beginn- 
ing with annamaya, it is stated that the prdnamaya is subtler than 
annamaya, that the manomaya is subtler than the pranamaya and so on, 
there is nothing that is mentioned further as the Self of the Ananda- 
maya. (8) The promised Science of Brahman’® (brahmavidya) ends 
here with this @nandamaya and therefore, the latter is Brahman alone. 
(9) ‘‘Anandamaya” cannot mean the soul because at the commence- 
ment of the context of the Anandamaya it is said: ‘He contemplat- 
ed as “I will become many”- And He created all this whatsoever.””* 
The three acts here of contemplating before the creation of bodies, 
the non-difference of the created effects from the cause and the crea- 
tion of the diverse beings are impossible and unintelligible in the 
case of the soul. So dnandamaya is Brahman alone. 


Further the scripture declares that Brahman is rasa and that the 
soul is blissful after attaining Brahman who is rasa." This statement 
will be meaningless if the soul and Brahman are not different. The 


attainer and the attained cannot beone and the same. 


(10) The ‘‘Anandamaya’” cannot be the Pradhana of the 
Saiikhya. The expression ‘‘He contemplated ‘(sokamayata)’’'* implies 
an intelligence. Pradhana cannot have this power, being inert 
and physical. (11) Again, liberation and texts teaching liberation 
will be bereft of sense if a soul or Pradhana is meant by ‘‘ananda- 
maya”. Scripture teaches that becoming one with Brahman is 
liberation.!* Such a Brahman is described there as neither gross nor 


Ee 


9. Ibid. 11-5. This is the b;@hmana. There could be no incongruence between 
the mantra and the brahmana. The reference in these two therefore must be 


the same Brahman. 


10. Taittirtya: III, 6. saisa bhargavt varunt vidya. The subject started in 
Bhryguvalli thus ends in this Brahmavalli most appropriately. 


Al, Taittttriya: II, 6. 
12. Taittiriya: Il, 7. 


13. Jbid., Il. 6. 
14. tad-yogam Sasti $astram. See Taittiriya: Il, 7. 


subtle, unspeakable, and without any difference. Knowing such a 
Brahman, one is saved from the fear of death and birth. This result 


will not be intelligible if it were Pradhana or the individual soul. 


So, it is only Brahman that is designated by the term ‘Gnanda- 
maya’ according to the Vrttikara’®. 


Sankara’s Refutation of the above Vrttikara’s view 


Saftkara urges several criticisms against the above view which 
we shall now proceed to summarise. 


(1) Beginning from annamaya the Upanisad progressively identi- 
fies the Self more and more subtly, through pranamaya, manomaya, 
Vijianamaya and anandamaya. The suffix ‘‘maya’’ (mayat) has been 
used in all these five sheaths. | It is not reasonable to suppose that it 
means ‘‘modification” (vtkdra) in the first four. expressions and that 
it suddenly changes its meaning to ‘fulness’ (pra@curya) in the Gnanda- 
maya alone. 


It cannot be argued that since “‘anandamaya’’ occursin the context 
of Brahman, it should signify Brahman. For, in that case, 
annamaya-purusa will have to be considered as Brahman. 


(2) It may be said that with reference to annamaya etc., there is 
mentioned a Self different from it and yet innermost to it, but that in 
the case of Gnandamaya there is no such Self mentioned as different 
from it. While this is true, yet even with reference to the Gnandamaya, 
members like head are mentioned: ‘Priya is the head; moda is the 
right wing: pramodais the left wing, @nanda is the trunk: Brahman 
is the tail and support.’’*® 


The expression “Brahman is the tail and support’’’” is, in 
continuity with the mantra of the Upanisad: ‘‘Existence, Conscious- 


ness, Bliss is Brahman, ‘‘which is a description of Brahman. In 


order to teach this gradually, the teacher begins with ann@maya and 


Sankara does not use the expression “vritikara” but later writers identify 
the exponent of this view as vritikara. 


Taittirtya: II, 5. 
Taittirtya, II. 5. 
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ends with dnandamaya all of which are thus introductory to the know- 
ledge of Brahman. It is true that the expressions “tail and support” 
occur in the earlier kofas also. From this it may by mistake be 
concluded that Brahman which is tail and support here is a member 
of the Gnandamaya just as in the earlier cases the tail and support are 


the members of the respective koSas. 


But this is a mistake because from the beginning it is the context 
of Brahman. This is evident from the fact that the context begins 
with Brahman and ends with the same Brahman. Though the expres- 
sion ‘‘tail’”’ seems to introduce a difference between Brahman mention- 
ed in the beginning and Brahman mentioned at the end, yet a little 
reflection will show that there has been no essential change in the 
connotation of the word “Brahman” in the different places in one 
single context. Hence there is no question of the expression ‘Brah- 


man’’ becoming the attribute of the anandamaya. 


If the contention is that there is no danger of Brahman: being an 
attribute of @nandamaya for the simple reason that @nandamaya itself 
is Brahman, this is plainly untenable because one and the same 
Brahman cannot both be the whole and the parts thereof. And the 
expression ‘‘puccha”’ and “‘pratistha” will become meaningless. In 
order to avoid this contingency, it has to be decided between the two 
alternatives of Brahman being the independent reality or being the 
part of anandamaya. In that case, the decision that it is the same 
Brahman that is mentioned throughout in the context of the theme 
is unavoidable. The expression ‘‘Brahman” is mentioned in the 
beginning of the passage and is mentioned at the end also.'* 3) More- 
over, immediately after the statement of Gnandamaya, there is the 
declaration: ‘One who thinks of Brahman as non-existent becomes 
non-existent; one, however, who thinks of Brahman as existent is 


considered as virtuous.’’** In this statement, there is no reference to 


Gnandamaya at all. On the contrary, knowledge of Brahman as exis- 
tent is praised, and knowledge of Brahman as non-existent is 
condemned. The doubt of existence or non-existence is not at all 
possible to arise in the case of the @nandamaya which is patently known 





18. upakrama and upasamhara are marks by which one can settle the meaning, 


19. Taittiriya: 11-6. 
15 
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to everyone. (4) If it were asked how, then, the expression ‘‘brahma 
pucchah pratigtha” (Brahman is the tail and the support) has been 
used as parts of dnandamaya, Sankara replies that the expression 
“tail? here means ‘‘tail asit were’. It is like a tail in the sense of 
being a support and a source. Brahman as bliss is the one basis for 
all the experience of bliss in the world.?° (5) If Gnandamaya is 
Brahman, it has to be deemed asa personal God with attributes. 
This is repugnant to the declaration of the scripture that reality is 
beyond mind and speech.’ The reference here is obviously to distinc- 
tionless Brahman. (6) It cannot be said that the meaning of mayat 
is fullness, because abundance (pracurya) involves something that is 
opposed to that which is not abundant. Hence, it will have to be 
admitted that Brahman has a shade of pain init also, though it is 
abundantly blissful. This will be incompatible with the scripture 
declaring that Brahman is perfection (bhuma@) and infinity 
where there is not even a shade of the finitude or pain.” (7) Besides 
this, priya, moda etc., vary in each individual. But Brahman is 
changelessly one in all. It is infinite (ananta).** (8) The word 
‘‘Gnandamaya’ is not repeated but only the stem “‘Gnanda’’ is repeat- 
ed.2* (9) The Upanisad declares the transcendence of the Gnanda- 
maya.*® (10) Even the text “‘It desired as ‘Let me become many’ ’’*® 
is proximate only to Brahman in ‘‘Brahman is tail and support’’”” 
rather than to Gnandamaya. The rest of the Upanisadic texts follow that 
puccha brahman. Hence, the text ‘‘He is of the nature of rasa’’ (raso 
vai sah) cannot refer to the @nandamaya. (11) In the text ‘‘He desired”’, 
the masculine gender has been used. But this need not be considered 


contrary to attributeless Brahman. Even in other places, Brahman 


20. pucchavat puccham, pratistha parayanam ekanidam laukikasya Gnandaja@tasya 
brahmananda ttyetad anena vivaksyate avayavatvam. S§.B.1. 1-19. Cp. Brhadar- 
anyaka: IV-3, 32. 


21. yato vaco nivartante aprapya manasa saha. 

22, Chandogya: VII-24. 1. 

23. Taittiriya: II, 1. See also Sveta@Svatara: VI, 11. 

24. Taittiriya: II, 7, 8, 9; III-6, BrhadGranyaka: I11-9, 28. 
25. Tatttiriya: II, 8. 

26. Sokamayata bahusyam prajayeyelt. 

27, brahma puccham pratis tha. 
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has been designated by the terms like ‘‘a@tman” which is masculine.*® 
(12) Varuna taught Bhrgu the knowledge about Brahman.” There 
is no suffix of mayat to the word ‘‘ananda” here. Nor are the parts 
of priya, moda etc., are stated for it. So Brahman is @nanda, not 


Gnandamaya which is but analogous to annamayaetc., and is there- 
dification. Thus, the Vrttikara’s views are unten- 


28. tasmadsa etasmad Gtmanah akaSah sambhiitah. 


29, <dnando brahmeti ayajinat. 





CHAPTER XV 


Refutation of the view that the soul is atomic 


There are three views in Indian thought regarding the dimension 
or magnitude of the soul: (1) all-pervasive (2) of finite medium 
dimension and (3) atomic. Of these the saediues finite size is 
evidently unreasonable because the soul of that dimension will be 
subject to change and destruction like any object in the world that 


WE SCE. 


Hence, two alternatives remain: is the soul all-pervasive or 
atomic? Ifthe former, then the soul cannot possibly have any acti- 
vity or movement. But it is frequently stated in the scripture that 
soul rising from the bodyon death travels to the other worlds and 
returns to the earth on exhaustion of merit.' Hence, it must be 
atomic. Scripture, too, seems to be clear and categorical in saying 
that the Self is atomic.’ Just as the lamp spreads its light all : around 
the acne the soul, though atomic pervades the entire body and 

s pleasure or pain. One can also say that the soul uses 
its es which is its own quality as an instrument to pervade 
the entire body.’ 


Sankara’s criticism 


Soul is not atomic for the following reasons. (1) Scripture does 
not state any beginning for the soul. It is said on the contrary that 
Brahman itself entered the elements as their Self. Hence the soul is 
nothing but Brahman. As such it cannot be atomic but only all- 
en. 


Movement is stated for the soul even within the body. See Brhadaranyaka. 
2, VI-3. 11. IV-4. 1. 


Chandogya: T1-14, 3; VI-8-7., VIII-1.1; Mundaka: I11-1,9. Svetasoatara; V-8. 


Intelligence or consciousness is separate from the soul and is its quality: See 
Brhadaranyaka: elton 7 
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(2) If the soul were atomic, it cannot experience sensations all 
over the body. The sensation that is felt all over the body is only 
that of touch. The other sensations are confined only to the loca- 


tion of the respective sense-organs. 


Even restricting ourselves to the sensation of touch, it is not 
possible to hold that the soul, though atomic, pervades the entire 
body through the skin which is the sense of touch. For, on this 
supposition, if one trod on a thorn, the sensation of sharp pain should 
arise throughout the body since the entire body is covered by the skin. 
But this is not what happens. The pain is felt pointedly only in that 
spot of the body where the thorn has pierced the flesh. 


(3) It is not possible to maintain that the quality of the atomic 
soul radiates beyond the centre extending all over the body. Qualities 
are, by definition, centred only in their substances. If a quality could 
extend beyond the substance of which it is a quality, it cannot be 
said to be a quality at all. Even the light that emanates from the 


lamp is not a quality but a different substance altogether. 


(4) If intelligence pervades the entire body, then the soul having 


that as its quality cannot be atomic. 


(5) And it is not admitted that intelligence is but the quality of 
the soul. It is the very constitutive nature of the soul, just as heat 


_and light constitute the very nature of fire. 


(6) Even assuming that intelligence is a quality of the soul, it 
is not possible to say that the quality and the qualified could be 


separate at any time. 


(7) The reason why scripture sometimes seems to say that the 
soul is atomic is that the soul is in identification with the intellect 


(buddhi). This is a limitation brought about by that condition 
(upadhs). ) 

(8) Even the scripture which says that the soul is atomic con- 
cludes by saying that it is all-pervasive and infinite.“ The atomicity 
is conditional and adventitious while the infinitude i is unconditional 
and real. Infinitude cannot be conditional because all the texts 
rrr” f 

4. SvetaSvatara. V, 9» 
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intend to show that Brahman is one with the soul. The mention in 
the scripture of a size’ for the soul is only in the condition of its 
false identification with the intellect etc., which are limiting 
adjuncts. 


(9) ‘‘Atomicity” must be understood to stand for ‘‘minuteness’’ 
or ‘‘subtlety’’ (siksma) as the soul being one with Brahman is 
subtle and difficult to understand. 


(10) The scriptural text* seeming to state that the soul is 
separate from intelligence which is but its instrument and that the 
soul pervades the entire body through that intelligence must be inter- 
preted to say, not that intelligence is separate from the body, but 
only that the soul pervades the body through buddhi, its limiting 
adjunct (upadhi). Alternatively, we can take the expression meta- 
phorically as we do when we talk of ‘‘the body of the statue’. Here, 
there is nothing but the body inthestatue. It has already been 
shown earlier in these pages that a quality cannot be separate from 
the substance in the physical sense. 


(11) The scriptural statements as to the soul abiding in the 
heart (which may be a ground for saying that the soul is not all- 
pervasive but only atomic having a location) refer only to the loca- 
tion of the soul due to the limiting adjunct of the buddhi. 


(12) The texts talking about the soul passing out of the body 
also should be understood to refer to the soul as conditioned by the 
limiting adjunct.’ Hence, the statement of the soul moving, going 
and coming must be taken only in this sense. For the soul in 
itself, devoid of any limitation by adjuncts, there is neither going 
nor coming. 


(13) Such a limitation by adjuncts is spoken of in the scripture 
even for Brahman.’ It is, therefore, not unintelligible for the soul 
which is after all one with Brahman. 


It is concluded, therefore, that the soul is not atomic, but infinite 
and all-pervasive. 


5. Ibid., V, 8. 

6. Kausitaki: I1I-6. 

7. See Prasna: VI. 3, 4. ‘What is it by whose passing out I shall pass out 
and by whose standing shall I stay? He sent forth Prana.’ 

8. Chandogya: III-4. 2, 3. 





CHAPTER XVI 
Refutation of Bhedabheda 1 


Is the soul different totally or different - cum-non-different or 
non-different totally from Brahman? This question has been raised 
in the Brahma-siltras' and Sankara has offered his own views in com- 


menting on them. 


Aémarathya is quoted here as holding the theory of difference- 
cum-non-difference between the soul and Brahman. According to 
this view, both difference and non-difference are real. The analogy 
is that of fire and the sparks. The scripture itself uses this analogy. 
The soul is thus a ‘spark’ or a modeof Brahman. The spark is 
neither different nor non-different from its source that is fire. It is 
not non-different from it because it is now called the spark. And one 
spark is different from another spark entitatively. One has to say 
that all the sparks are one with fire by virtue of their being fiery and 
are different from fire by virtue of their being entitatively different. 


Similarly, the soul is one with Brahman by Virtue of being a 
conscious principle and is different from Brahman because of its enti- 
tative separateness as soul with a character of its own. What should 
be noticed here is that depending upon the character, difference and 
non-difference of the soul from Brahman is determined. The condi- 
tion of consciousness makes it one with Brahman. The condition of, 
being a transmigrating soul makes it different from Brahman. But 


both difference and non-difference are real at the same time. This is 
ASsmarathya’s view. 


Audulomi holds a different view. There are difference and non- 
difference between the soul and Brahman but not at the same time. 
The condition of bondage is real for the soul. When by spiritual 


———————— 
Jeo ed, 2035521, 22; 
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discipline the soul rises above bondage, it becomes one with 
Brahman.2 The analogy is that of rivers with different name, form, 
source and land merging finally in the ocean becoming one with it 


with no more of their former individualities.’ So says Audulomi. 


As different from both the above views, KaSakrtsna offers a third 
view according to which the soul is not a mode of Brahman; nor is it 
different from Brahman. It is Brahman. The differential notion is 
born of nescience or avidya@.t The analogy is that of the partless 
ether appearing to be various according to the diversity of the con- 


tainers like pot, pitcher etc. 


When the scripture talks about creation, it mentions everything 
but the soul. If the soul were different from Brahman, it should have 
been mentioned among the created entities. If the soul were, on the 
other hand, a created entity, when it merges with its cause, its own 
essential nature will be lost. But the scripture has declared time and 
again that final beatitude and immortality result when soul becomes 
one with Brahman. 


KaSakrtsna considers that the soul in its very essence, and- 
devoid of its limiting adjuncts, is the same as Brahman. Name and 
form which constitute the plural world do not, therefore, belong to 
the soul but only to the limiting adjunct of nescience causing name 
and form. The scriptural analogy of the origination of sparks from 
fire must be taken to mean only the origination of the limiting adjunct, 
not the soul itself. 


The doubt that the soul has origination and destruction arises 
from certain interpretation of the text of the Brhadaranyaka’ which 
says that the soul arises from the elements, and perishes along with 
those elements and that thereafter there is no consciousness in it. 


2. See Chandogya, VIII-12. 13. 


See Mundaka: I1I-2.8. In the Paficaratra Audulomi’s view is echoed. 
amukterbheda eva syat 
jivasya ca parasya ca 
tatah param na bhedo’sti _ 
bhedahetor abhavatah 


Bhamati reades the third line as: muktasyatu na. bhedo’ sti. 
4. Cp. Chandogya: VI-3-2. Also: Taittiriya Aranyaka: II1-1-2-7. 
1.4. 12 
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But this interpretation is wrong, for, the origination and destruc- 
tion that are mentioned there are not for the soul but only for the 
specific cognitions which arise due to the conjunction with the body, 
mind and the senses which are the products of nescience. 


In the state of release there is no instrument of knowing nor an 
object to be seen. And the Self is not an object of knowledge.° 
Number of texts could be given which condemn the plural vision. 


Sankara has shown in his commentary on the Brahma sitra’ that 
the soulis Brahman. Sankara says there that the scripture teaches 
the truth in a twofold manner. It talks about the Supreme directly. 
It also declares the oneness of the soul and Brahman. In the fourth 
Adhyaya of the Brahma-sitras, in one Sutra,* the final realization is 
said to be of the nature of “Tam Brahman.” pace 

The question that here arises for which an answer is provided by 
Badarayana is how the soul can realize itself as Brahman which is 
free from all defects and is in every way different from it. If the 
soul is the same as Brahman, then all the défects of the soul will 
have accrued to Brahman also with the result that scripture itself 
will become useless because there is no Brahman to realize. On the 
other hand, if the soul is Brahman itself, there will be no soul aad 
again the scripture will become useless because there is no soul to 
attain Brahmanhood with the aid of the scripture. Again, to say 
that the soul is Brahman is contrary to all evidence including percep- 
tion. Evenifthe identity is stated for the purpose of meditation, 
soul is in fact not Brahman. Sankara refutes this by saying that 
there is explicit scriptural pronouncement that the soul is Brahman. 
For instance, the 7abala Upanisad says: ‘‘I am thou; thou art I.”” 


————— 


6. Brhadaranyaka: 1-4-10; IV-4.19. Tatttirtya: 11-1: satyam jiianam anantam. 
brahma; yo veda nihitam guhayam. 11-6. “It created; it entered.” See Brhadar- 
anyaka declaring that Selfis Brahman: ayam alma brahma sarvanubhuh ity 
anugasanam. IV-5-19. Mund@aka declares: brahma veda brahmaiva bhavati. 
II[-2-9 


7. 1-3.24. tadatra vijnanat manah paramatmana ekatvam upadiSyate. 
8. IV-1.3. Gtmeti tu upagacchanti grahayanti ca. 


9. ftvam va aham asmi bhagavo devate ahah vai tvam ast. 


16 
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Such statements of identity cannot be mere meditative texts. 
Where pratikopasana is meant in the scripture, there the teaching is 
given only once. For instancc, in “Mind is Brahman’, “Aditya is 
Brahman’’ it is not repeated conversely as ‘“‘Brahman is mind,’’ 


’ 


“Brahman is Aditya.’ Where, however, identity is stated as a fact 
the statement is of the form ‘I amthou”, and conversely ‘“‘Thou 


art I.” 


The alleged contrariety of characters possessed by the soul and 
Brahman will be a point only when the contrariety is real. The 
Advaitins hold that the limited and finite character of the soul is due 
to the conditioning factor of nescience and is not real. 


The contention that if the soul and Brahman are one, then there 
will be only the soul’and no Brahman is baseless. For one thing, 
there is scriptural proof for the assertion of identity between the soul 
and Brahman as has been shown. For another, it is not the 
Ady aiins intention to attribute to Brahman all the character of the 
soul. On the contrary, the Advaitin tries to show that the soul is in 
its essence Brahman, is eternal and infinite and that it has to realize 
this true destiny. 


It is also wrong to argue that if soul itself is Brahman, there 
will be no soul but only Brahman, that there is no one, therefore, 
to desire release and that all this will be contrary to what we per- 
ceive. For, all that is the soul with its limitations and finitude and 
also the entire host of its activities, both spiritual and secular, is a 
state obtaining prior to its release, and hence is as such valid. But 
release itself means the freedom from limiting conditions. All empiri- 
cal activities cease on release.’® 





10. See Brhadaranyaka: 11-4.14. “When everything has become the Self, with 
what will he see what?”? Even scripture does not have a place on release. _ 
Its usefulness is exhausted by the attainment of release itself. See B Thada- 
ranyaka: 1V-3.22. ‘‘There the Vedas” etc. Sankara says ‘*Sruterapi abhavah 
prabodhe.”” Indra taught Pratardana to “‘know him”, 


The expression ‘‘him”’ 
does not refer to Indra. 


Since Indra is a realized soul he referred to himself 
as Brahman. Wamadeva is another instance where the realization that he 
is Brahman reigned supreme even when he was in his mother’s womb, See 


B.S, I-1. 30. . 


CHAPTER XVII 
Refutation of Bhedabheda Il 


That the soul is entitatively one with Brahman (as Advaita 
asserts) is not as clear as it could be desired. There are, of course, 
statements in the scripture which talk of identity between the soul and 
Brahman as the truth. But texts are not wanting which state differ- 
ence between then.’ 


If the texts that teach identity are alone authoritative, the texts 
that talk of difference will become unnecessary and futile. Scripture 
cannot be partly meaningful and partly meaningless. Hence, both 

the kinds ie text must be deemed to be authoritative and true. So 
bhedabheda of the soul with Brahman is to be admitted on the analogy 
of the snake and its coils. The coils are the forms of the snake and 


are different yet non-different from the snake. Another analogy is 
that of the sun and its light where the light is an integral feature of 
the sun. 


Sankara’s criticism 


On the account of the doctrine of bhedabheda, bondage will never 
cease because it is real. The form of the snake is real to it and it can 
never be abandoned. Similarly, light being integral to the sun can 
never be abandoned. The aim of the scripture will be defeated if 
bondage is real and eternal. 


Secondly, scripture does not teach c 
as of equal reality. Its intention is to a ee: Where 
it speaks of aiderende: it only restates what is given in experience for 
the purpose of negating it later on. 


Mundaka text amt. 1.8) makes out the distinction of the contemplator and 
the contemplated. The text (III-2.8) speaks of distinction of one who goes 


and the one that is reached. 
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Thirdly, there are texts in the scripture which will become un- 
intelligible if both bheda and abheda alike are equally real. For ins- 


tance, the Brhadaranyaka text stating that the individual person is 
x "es gs a eee s ; iP RES: a ee ray EK e YS 
nothing other than the Supreme,” and that Brahman is ‘‘not this” 


Fourthly, the denial of anything other than Brahman is elabora- 
tely established in the scripture. It is from Brahman that everything 


arises. But its essential nature has been declared to be one and non- 


dual.® 


The scripture has stated that Brahman is the dam (setu), that it 
has a measure (unmdna)° and thatit has relation (sambandha).‘ Some 
people interpret these to mean that Brahman admits of things other 
than itself by which its non-duality is compromised. Their argument 
is as follows: (a) The description of Brahman as “‘setu’? meaning a 


dam is understandable only when there is something which it dams 
up. ‘(b) The description of Brahman’s measure as having four 
quarters, eight hoofs and fourteen digits clearly shows that there is 
something apart from Brahman. (c) The statement of relation for 
Brahman as ‘‘He becomes one with the Reality” where the soul is 
said to become one with Reality in deep sleep implies that Brahman 
is limited and is therefore not non-dual. Only the limited can have 
relation with the limited, as when one says: ‘‘People live in cities.” ,. 


mat 


In addition to these, statements like ‘That Reality that is found 
in the centre of the sun” which show the sun as the abode of Reality 
and statements like “That Reality which is found in the eye” are 


found in the scripture showing the difference of locations for Brah- 
man in the sun and in the eye. And then, Brahman residing in the 
sun is said to be the Lord of all the higher worlds. By contrast, 
Brahman residing in the eye is said to be the ‘Lord of all the lower 


TiT-7: 23. 
Ibid: I1-3.6. Also: II-5-19, 


brahma-vyatirikta-prapaiica-nirak ara 
30. 


Chandogya; V1.2, 1, 
Ibid; VI1I-4.2. 
Ibid: NI-8. 1, Tattistya: 11-3. 1; Brhadaranyaka: 1V-3-21. 
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worlds. This is analogous to saying ‘This is the Kingdom of the 
Magadha,”’ ‘‘This is the Kingdom of the Vaideha”’ indicating a limit 
to their lordships, From these considerations, it follows that there is 


something other than Brahman limiting It. 


Sankara gives a reply to all this as follows. Nothing other than 
Brahman can be proved to exist. The arguments set forth by the 
opponent do not bear the construction that he puts on them. In the 
case of the description of the Self as ‘‘setu”, there is nothing in that © 
scriptural statement to warrant the assumption of anything outside 
Brahman. It is a metaphor and is not to be interpreted too literally. 
Otherwise, Brahman must be said to be a physical dam made of 
earth and wood. By ‘‘setu’’, therefore, we should understand that 
Brahman is the basis by which the world and its laws and regulations 


are maintained. 


The expression ‘Shaving crossed’’® (tirtva) means ‘‘attained’’.’ In 
worldly usage, if one says ‘‘He has crossed the grammar it means 
only the attainment of knowledge, and not attaining something else 


by literally crossing it." 


Similarly with regard to the statement of measure (unmana), the 
intention is not to say that there is something outside Brahman. The 
intention is meditation on Brahman as of four quarters, eight hoofs 
and sixteen digits. It is to facilitate the mind to get fixed on Brahman, 
Elsewhere mind and akaga are stated to be the images of Brahman. 
for meditational purposes. Of these on the individual level (@dhyat- 
' mika), speech, mind, eyes and ears are said to be the four quarters of 
mind. Fire, air, sun and the directions are the four quarters of the 
akasa. Similarly here, Brahman is said to have four quarters for 
purposes of meditation. To mention another worldly analogy, gold, 
though one, is said to have different denominations for purposes of 


convenient trade transaction. 


Lastly, even the statement of relation cannot prove that there is 
anything apart from Brahman. The coalescence of the soul in deep 


8. seturh tirtva, Chandogya: VIII-4.2. 

9. prapnoty artha eva vartate. S.B. I1I-2.32. 

10. yatha vyakaranam tirna iti prapta ity ucyate, na atikrantah tadvat. S.B. III-2. 
32: 
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sleep with Brahman is a figure of speech with reference to the condi- 
tioning factors. The soul is Brahman and there is no question of its 
coalescing with Brahman. When the conditioning factors are ae 
nated, the soulis Brahman. The all-pervasive akasa is spoken of 
variously as conditioned by receptacles. When these conditions are 
removed, mere @kaSaremains asever. Still, figuratively the pot- 
ether, for instance, is said to merge in the universal ether when the 
pot is dest royed mel 


_—__—~——- - 


. an se Beare wat the ether inside the body, inside the heart etc. 
See Chandogya: III-12.7, 8,8, 9. See also VIII-1.3, ge 





Refutation of ee view that Brahman is both Nirguna and Sag 


Is Brahman siisibh ton or endowed with attributes?’ The 
scripture seems to lend support for both.? Safikara feels, therefore, 
obliged to ascertain the true sense of the scripture in the light of the 
hing ee abe ee are Hie ere o show that Brah- 


(1) One and the same object cannot be said to be both of the 
nature of f undifferentiated and differentiated forms. It is a contra- 
diction. Hence, Brahman cannot be both attributeless and qualifi- 
ed at the same time. 


r cannot be brought about even by an 

- esse sil nature “he an object does not change peree by HS 

adhi The diya does not lose its natural whiteness even when it 

is ae aoived by another substance. That it has lost its natural colour 

is only a mistaken notion. ee if Brahman appears to be en- 

dowed with form or attributes it is a mistaken notion caused by the 

adjunct of avidya whose | “rade are the objects of creation like 
earth etc. 


Thus, when there are alternatives of form and formlessness, 
only formlessness is to be chosen as the natureal description of Brah- 
man,.° 





S.B.III-2. 11 to 21. 


See Chandogya: III-14. 2 for savisesalinga. Brhadaranyaka; I11-8-8. for 
nirviSesalinga. 


So the scripture declares, See Katha: II. 72. 





(3) But it is possible to ask whether the texts that do speak of 
forms for Brahman are to be taken as meaningless.* 79 this Sai- 
kara replies that in the scripture, for every statem : 
brought about by an adjunct, there is at onge the 
ence.° Differential (saguna) descripti ns i} ( i pture 
are for the purpose of meditation, while the essentia l : u 
scripture is the undifferentiated Brahman. — 


(Aye i Gerential descriptions have been’cate, ,d rouncec 
Pp 
in the scripture.* | 


difference in it since there is no other positive oe of teaching it 
by virtue of its attributelessness. The declarations like ‘Not Hae 
Not this’’,’ “It is other than the known an naise other than the w 
known.’* ‘From where. mind eine speech return | 


(5) Scripture has to teach Brahman only through denying all 
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(6) Keeping this nature of Brahman as attributeless and un 
differentiated and as impossible of direct positive description seu 
words or conception through mind, the scripture teaches that the 
differentiated and qualified form of Brahman is, like the reflection 
of the moon in water, due to the distorting medium of ignorance.’ _ 


The reflection of the moon moves and generally changes according 
to the changes in the water. But the original moon in itselfdoes not 


For instance, there are teachings as “‘catuspa@t brahma,” ‘‘SodaSakalam 
brahma,” “‘vamanitvadilaksanamh brahma’’ “‘trailokya-S arira-vais vanaras abdoti- 
tath brahma’’ etc. Aa eg 


See, for, instance, Brhada@ranyaka: I1- 


Bulls 
To wit, Katha: IV-11; SvetaSvatara: I. 12. Brhadaranyaka: 1V-5-13. 
Brhadaranyaka: 11-3,6 
Kena: I. 3. 


Tatttiriya: I1-4,1 When Bhaskali asked Badhva to teach Brahman to him, 
Bhaskali kept silent. On the request repeated, he said, ‘I have been 
teaching you all the while. You donot understand. This Self cannot be 
described as it is devoid of differences.” upaSanto’yam Gtma. See Gita. 
XIII. 12. 

Cp. “Narada, the form which you see of me is the creation of maya. It is 
wrong to take me to be such in reality.” maya hyesa maya srsta yan mam 
paSyasi narada sarvabhita-gunairyuktarh naivam mam jiatum arhasi. 


ekadha bahudha caiva drSyate jalacandravat. 





change with these changes. It is easy for the ignorant people to 
Bike me reflection for the original. Similarly, the changes in the 
world do not affect Brahman which is the changeless reality behind 
it. Thed distorting g medium of reflection is avidya. Another point of 
oe e analogy is is that there are not two moons but only one. The 

norant may m mistake the reflection to be real because it is seen 
separately. 3 Similarly on one may be inclined to believe that the world is 
real apart from Brahman because it is perceived by the senses and is 
generally sok in n experien 6, 


That the same non-dual Brahman is found also in the condition 
oie ea is further substantiated by the scripture which says that 
Brahman entered itself into the created bodies." 


(7) The teaching, ‘‘Not this’’ ‘‘Not this’’’? is intended to deny 
all forms and cha pea ptenisatious in Brahman. Brahman is in fact 
indicated by such a negation of all that is other than Brahman. This 
is the best method of teaching Brahman.** 


(8) Such a Brahman is yet not known as an object. Itis the 
witness of all knowing, It is the pure subject. 


a It cannot be said, however, that Brahman is totally inex- 
“ienceable. Yogis with vision are said to realize it.‘ 


II-5.18. Chandogya: Vi-3.2 Brahmasitra: I11-2.18. 


Br nee II-3.6. 
na prapaficapratisedhariipad- adesanat aD ae ane adeganam brahmanah astt. 
S. B. III-2-22. 


14. = 





APPENDIX 


Vacaspati gives a summary of the Jainasystem. The seven 
Categories accepted by the Jainas have been summarised into two 
principal ones, the soul and the non-soul. The soul is of the nature of 
consciousness. The ajiva or the non-soul is of the nature of insentient 
matter. Another way of classifying the categories is into the five 
astikayas, namely jivastikaya, pudgalastikaya, dharmastikaya, adhar- 
mastikaya and akasastikaya,' 


The soul is of three varieties: the liberated, the bound and eter- 
nally free (or the arhats). Pudgala is of six kinds: the four physical 
elements (of earth, water, fire and air,) the moving and unmoving 
objects (sthavara and ja ngama). Dharmastikaya is the principle of 
motion inferred by activity.’ Similarly adharmastikaya is the principle 
of rest (sthitz).* 


The @kaSastikaya is two fold: (a) lokakaSaand (b) alokakasa. 
Worlds on worlds constitute the cosmic extension. Beyond this is the 
alokakasa which is the abode of release devoid of any material 
bodies. 


If we take the sevenfold classification of the categories (a) jiva 
(b) ajiva (c) asrava (d) samvara (e) nirjara (f) bandha (g) moksa 
the last three are activities which are of two types, right and wrong. 
Of these the latter is Gsrava; the former is samvara and nirjara.* 


. astiti kayante Sabdyante ity astikayah, Kalpataru: I1-2.33. 


Kalpataru says that activity is of two kinds: (1) right and (2) wrong. 
Conduct according to Jaina scripture is the first variety. The opposite is 
the second one. Both are inferred because it is through such conduct that 
dharma called apiirva is generated. 


Kalpataru says that adharma or immobility or is inferred by the fact of immo- 
bility of the body wherein the soul lives. The free sou) by its ve: ry nature 
inclines to move upward When this is retarded immobility results and 
this is adharma. 

@sravah srotasam dvaram samovrnotiti samvarah 

asravo bhavahetuhsyat samvaro mokgakaranam. Parimala on I1.2-33. 
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Samvara is of the form of activity characterised by control of the 
mind and senses preventing the fresh gravitation of karmas. WNirjara 
is the destruction of the karmas accumulated already. This is 
accomplished by the experience of the results of the virtuous and 


vicious actions done earlier. 


Bandha due to activity is divided into two major types: (a) ghatt- 
karmas (b) agha@tikarmas. The former is of four kinds: (1) jnana- 
varaniyam (2) darSan@varantyam (3) mohaniyam and (4) antarayam. 
The latter are of four kinds: (1) vedaniyam (2) nadmtkam 
(3) gotrikam and (4) ayuskam. These are explained respectively as 
follows. The belief that right knowledge can not be the means to 
release because an objectis never brought into being by mere know- 
ledge of it is false. Such a belief is the result of acts called 
jitanavaraniya. The thought that release cannot be achieved by the 
practice of the Jaina doctrine is due to acts called darSanavaraniya. 


The puzzlement as to what is true among the various religious 
teachings is the result of mohaniya acts. Acts that obstruct the 
progress Of one who wants to get release are antaraya. Such are the 
ghati karmas as they tend to destroy the well-being of man. 


Among the aghatikarmas, those which are responsible for the 
production of the body from germinal energy are vedaniya karmas. 
The activity in the seminal energy that starts the process of the for- 
mation of the body is ndmika. ‘The inner potency for such a develop- 
ment is gotrika. The body that is produced by the compound of the 
male and female germs is Gyuska.* These are called aghati because 
they are not injurious to the spiritual growth. After all, it is only 
in a body that true knowledge has to arise. Even then the body is cer- 
tainly bondage. 

Release is freedom from karmas of all these above varieties and 


settlement in the alokakasa.* 


Refutation of Syadvada by Vacaspatt 


That which exists really certainly exists by all means always 
everywhere, in its entirety and in determinable form. It is not that 


5 See Kalpataru: 11-2.33. 


6. @tmanah uparides avasthanam 
moksa iti. Kalpataru; 11-2.33. 
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it is not. But that which is said to exist somewhere somehow, some 
time and in any form, asin the case of the world, is real only empiri- 
cally because of inscrutability. And mere cognition does not 
establish reality. Even the materialist will be right if a mere idea is 
right. The identification of oneself with the body is ordinary experi- 
ence that remains uncontradicted to the undiscerning. If the 
anaikantavdada is to be accepted, even the sublation of materialist 
notions by enquiry is inconclusive. 


Moreover, distinction of real or unreal is possible because the 
realcannot be reduced tothe unreal. In one and the same object, 
distinction is not possible. Even the Jainas try to determine the 
categories as soul and non-soul or as five in number, or as astikayas 
or no, or as bandha and moksa. If indeterminacy is ultimate, the 
system of Jaina metaphysics is shaken to its foundations and becomes 
unstable and uncertain. 


Regarding the size of the Soul 


Whatever is limited is subject to the laws of change. The soul 
cannot occupy the entire body of the elephant; nor, leaving the 
elephant’s body, canit enter an ant’s body on rebirth. 


Ifitis said that as the lamp placed in the pot and in a palatial 
hall contracts and expands, the individual soul contracts and expands 
in the bodies of the ant and the elephant respectively, it is replied that 
the lamp cannot be a suitable example. A lamp contracts and expands 


because it has parts. If the soul had parts, it will be mutable and will 
perish. 


If the eternality of the soul is accepted, and also its parts, and 
if the parts are infinite and undetermined, there could be no know- 
_ ledge of the soul at all completely because of infinity of undeter- 
mined parts. There will be no release consequently. 


Again do these parts of the soul function individually or collecti- 
vely? If theintelligent parts of the soul function severally, the body 
will be divided into warring centres pulling in different directions. 
On the other alternative, when a soul enters the body of an ant from 
that of an elephant the soul that remains in excess after having 





accommodated into the size of an ant will not have any intelligent 
function to discharge because the aggregate collection cannot as such 


without dimunition enter into the body of the ant. 


Even apart from the indecision of the magnitude of the soul, and 
even when the soul as in the case of Buddhism is said to be a momen- 
tary series, on the theory of the permanence of the series itself as one 
continuous stream it remains to be answered whether the series that 

¢ soul is itself a substance or no. If it were a substance, it will 

be oe to change. If it were not a substance, there is the defect 

of soullessness in which case there is no meaning in the talk of bon- 
dage 


e and nirvan 


The magnitude of the released soul at least must be permanent 
and fixed because there is no more incidence of a birth in a future 
ag This must be the real magnitude of the soul and cannot be 
indecisive. It should be so even in the state of bondage and birth in 
bodies. It cannot be said that this final magnitude of the soul at 
the time of release was not there earlier during bondage but came in- 
to being at the time of release. Such postulation will involve the 
impermanence of the soul. Whatever is produced at a time is accor- 
ding to natural laws perishable. Nor is it possible to hold that though 
the soul has finally a determined magnitude this magnitude may 


grow less or more according to the size of the bodies, since that 
would mean the difference of the-bound soul from the released soul. 
And it is common sense that all the three magnitudes cannot be attri- 
buted to the soul at the same time. 


For all these reasons, the soul cannot be of the finite size or of 


madhyama parimana. 








NOTES ON THE PASUPATA SYSTEM 


Mahe$varas! are of four groups. (1) Saivas (2) Pasupatas (3) 
Karunika Siddhantins and (4) Kapalikas. According to them Lord 
is the cause of the world. The effect is Pradhana and its evolutes. 
Yoga is meditation on ‘'Om’’ and other limbs of Patanjala yoga. 
The ethical discipline consists of trisavana, snana etc. Liberation is 
release from sorrow. The souls are the Pasus. Pda@sSais bondage the 
freedom from which is moksa. 


Just as the potter is only the efficient cause, nimittakarana, in the 
production of the pot, even so God who is only a Purusa-viSesa, or 
the most excellent soul, is but the efficient cause of the world and 
not the material cause also. 


Appayya Diksita gives a short account of this Mahesvara system 
as follows: The Nakuli§a PaSupatas, as he calls the school, accept 
five categories: (1) Karya (2) Karana (3) Yoga (4) Vidhi and (9) 
Duhkhanta. A knowledge of these five categories is essential for 
release. 


Among them, by the tenfold Kadrya is meant the products of 
creation like the five physical elements, their qualities like smell, taste 
colour, touch and sound. The KGranas are five senses, the five organs 
of action, mind, intellect, and the ahankdra. Yoga is meditation etc. 
The ethical conduct is v1dhi. 


Vidhi is twofold in the form of observance and dvaras: (1) bhas- 
masnana and bhasma-Sayana and (2) upaharaetc. The first has refer- 
ence to sacred ash. The second is of six varieties: (1) hasita (2) 
gita (3) mrtta (4) hudukkara (5) namaskara and (6) japa. Of these 
hasttais attahdsa or laughter. The second is music, the third is 





1. The followers of Mahesvara, Bhamati: Il. 2-37, 


~ 


135 


dancing, the fourth is roaring like a bull,? Japa and WNamaskara are 


chanting and prostrating. 


The doaras are six. (1) kayana (2) spandana (3) mandayana (4) 
Srngarana (5) tatkarana and (6) tad-bhasana. The first among these 
is to show the state of sleep while really not asleep. The second is 
the shaking of the body as if afflicted by disease. The third is to 
walk as if limping. The Srigd@rana is to behave as if subject to the 
lures of beauty and the presence of lovely objects. Tat-kdrana is, as 
if in ignorance, performance of acts which are ordinarily reproacha- 
ble. The utterance of words which are improper is tadbhasana. 


Duhkhanta is twofold as anatmaka and satmaka. The first is the 
total cessation of all sorrows. The second is the possession of powers 
of knowledge and action. Of these knowledge is of five kinds: (1) 
darSana (2) Sravana (3) manana (4) vijtidnam (5) sarvajnatva. 
These are respectively the powers of perceiving the distant far-away 
objects, hearing all the sounds, knowledge of the entirety of scrip- 
ture, doubtless knowledge of all the texts and their meanings, omni- 


science. 


Similarly, the power of action, too, is threefold: (1) manojavatoam 
(2) kamariipitoam and (3) vikaranadharmitvam. ‘These are respectively 
the capacity to travel spaces with utmost speed, assumption of infinite 
number of bodies, unobstructed powers of the body and the senses. 


Pasupati is the Lord of the universe and dispenses justice accord- 
ing to the deeds of the souls. He is infinitely free. His will is done, 
it leads to beneficial results. So the souls do acts in consonance with 
His will. The Lord is only the efficient cause of the world, not the 


material cause also. 


Vacaspati explains the criticism of Pasupata system by Sankara 


as follows: 


The efficient causality of the Lord for the world must be establi- 
shed either on the authority of the scripture or on other proofs like 
inference or implication. Scripture is not the proof for the obvious 





2. vupsgabhanada-sadr Sak. Parimala; Il. 2. 37. 
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reason that scripture has been repeatedly shown to declare the 
material causality of the Lord for the world.* 


Inference cannot be the proof here. If God is inferred as the 
efficient cause alone on the model of a potter, if this model were 
taken too seriously (and not as a mere model for purposes of facility 
of understanding) then one also will have to conclude, against his 
wish, that God is subject to partiality and preference. What has to 
be understood is that God cannot be established by inference at all. 
The scripture is the only authority which does not depend upon 
our perceptual experience for its authority as inference does. Even 
when what the scripture says seems to be quite contrary to what we 
experience here and now, itisnofault. The very authority of the 
scripture is derived from the fact that it tells us verities that are not 
attainable on other grounds. 


If it were argued, to press the inference based on the model of a 
potter, that the alleged partiality and preference do not follow from 
that inference because God dispenses justice according to the deeds 
of the souls, and not arbitrarily, it is replied; If the Lord is the 
efficient cause, He should be thought of as inducing the souls to act 
in some particular way and, thus, as responsible for the act. God 
being all-merciful can hardly be expected to involve the souls in any 
reproachable act. If, in order to avoid this contingency, it were 
said that God dispenses justice alone but does not induce the souls to 
act, then it amounts to saying that God is independent and that yet 
He is guided by the actsofthe soul. Thus, there is mutual depen- 
dence. God is guided by acts of the souls and souls are induced to 
act by God. 


Again, if God acts out of compassion for the souls, that will 
prove that God has some personal interest. He is pained at the sorrow 
the souls suffer from and He acts in order to alleviate His own pain 


Moreover, no relation among God, Pradhana and the soul could 
be conceived by the PaSupatas. It cannot be samyoga because all of 
them are accepted to be all-pervasive and partless. Nor can the 
relation be samavaya because such a relation could obtain only 





3. See S.B. I, 4-23. 
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between an @dhara and Gdheya. God, soul and Pradhana do not have 
that kind of relation. No other category of a relation in the form of 
cause and effect is available for the simple reason that such a causal 
relationship is precisely the issue to besettled. There is no proof, 
for example, that mahat etc., are produced by Pradhana. 


The Advaitin, on the contrary, has an advantage over the 
Pagupata because he holds that God, soul and matter are all related 
by identity (tadatmya) which is determinable neither as real nor as 


unreal.‘ 


The Advaitin does not rely on inference for the establishment of 
his view that Brahman is the cause of the world. If he did, he will 
have to accommodate his inference to the reports of his sense-experi- 
ence. He will, thus, not be able to believe anything that his own 
limited experience does not support. Anything contrary to his own 
experience will be discredited as untrue. But there are areas of truth 
and reality that do not come within the orbit of sense-experience but 
are revealed to us only through scripture, even though such areas 
seem to be quite contrary to our experience and are bewilderingly 


unbelievable.® 


It cannot be said by the Pasupata that he, too, holds his view 
only on the authority and strength of his own scripture which is the 
work of omniscient wise men. But these sources are said to be omni- 
scient because the authoritative scripture is their work and _ the scrip- 
tures are authoritative because omniscient sources wrote them.° - 


Inference cannot again be employed to show that just as the 
soul induces the formless sense organs; God uses Pradhana as its 
controller even though Pradhana is formless. For, the soul uses the 
senses for the purpose of his own enjoyment. God cannot be having 


tadatmya-laksana-sambandha-upapatteh. Bhamati I1-2.38. 





4, anirvacaniya- 


5. agamo hi adrstapurve tad-viruddhe ca pravartituth Sakyate. Bhamati: 11-2.38. 


6. Ggama-pratyay at sarvajiiatvasiddhth , sarvajnapratyayat Ggamasiddhiritt. S. B: 
II-2.38: In Advaita, such a mutual dependence does not occur because 
both God and scripture are beginningless. As such, though the scripture is 
transmitted by God, there is no difficulty. iSvara Ggamyoh anaditvat 
iSvarayonitve’ pi Agamasya na virodhah. Bhamati: I1-2-38. 
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any purpose of enjoyment. If he had, there will be no Godhood for 


nt like the body and the 


senses will revolt against Godhood. 


Again, those who try to establish God through inference must 
admit finitude and numerical difference for Pradhana, God and soul 
because of their being three different categories. As a consequence 
only perishability will result for all of them. Since God at least 
should know the limit of the number of the souls, the limit of 
Pradhana and His own difference from both of these, thedlimitewill 
be a mark of impermanence with all the attendant undesirable conse- 
quences. On the contrary, if He does not know, He will not be 
omniscient. 





NOTES ON THE YOGA SYSTEM 


Sankara and Vacaspati alike make it abundantly clear that 
Patafijali’s Yoga system is not invalid altogether. Only those parts 
of the system which carry over the Sankhya doctrine of the Pradhana 
being the material cause of the world and of Mahat, Ahankara and 


the five tan-ma@tras being its evolutes are objected to. 


But it should be remembered that Patafijali’s Yoga is not 
centrally concerned with Pradhana as its main message. It is 
interested in the practical discipline of yoga, its various steps, the 
secondary results like the supernormal] powers and release. The 
doctrine of Pradhana was merely an occasion for the teaching of 
Yoga, as in the Puranas which do not have as their central motive 
the creation, the aeons, the royal dynasties etc., though they do talk 
about them in detail. Their motive is to teach about the Lord of 


the universe. 


Even an occasion or a pertext can be accepted if it were not in 
conflict with another authority like the Vedas. But the doctrine of 
Pradhana is in conflict with the Vedic authority’. 


An objection can be raised here. If Pradhana is not accepted 
on the authority of the Safikhya which is perhaps in conflict with 
the Vedic authority, it can at least be accepted on the authority of 
the Yoga which is admitted to be in consonance with Vedic testi- 
mony. Even to get the knowledge of the Upanisads, methods like 
dharana and dhyana are indispensable. These are the antaranga 
sadhana, let alone yama, niyama etc., which are bahiranga sadhana. 





1. Warsajanya commenting on the Yogasastra says: “The real or basic form 
of Gunas (of Prakrti) does not come within the purview of experience. 
That which comes within sight is m@yd@ only, absolute void.” The 
statement of Gunas is only casual here as they are unreal. The intent is 
rather the teaching of Yoga, not of the Gugas. 
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It is not reasonable that Yoga system becomes totally unworthy 
simply because it erred in a few directions like the theory of 
Pradhana. Can it be partly unauthoritative and partly acceptable? 
Monkeys and ghosts once they get a foothold in a tree try to occupy 
the whole tree.2 A defect will pervade the entire stretch of the 
system. Hence, if the system of Yoga is acceptable in any part 
because of its consonance with the Vedas, it should be possible for 
one to accept the theory of Pradhana integrally woven into it. 


- To this Vacaspati replies that if Yoga is declared to be right in. 
asserting as its principal tenet the Pradhana on the ground given 
above, it can be opposed by saying that Yoga system will be taken 
to be vitiated in its doctrine of yama etc., because its principal tenet 
manifestly is repugnant to the authority of Vedas. Hence, it is 
prudent to admit that Pradhana is not the principal tenet of the 
Yoga system, but only the spiritual disciplines of yama and niyama. 
The Pradhiana is only a pretext forsuch an exposition. Therefore 
the Yoga system does not fall as a whole when an insignificant part 
of it that is not its prime concern and is only accidental is rejected.’ 
The eyes are not blinded because they are not instruments of hearing. 
They are instrumental in their own area of perception. So too, the 


Yoga system may be valid in its teaching of yama etc., though not in 
Pradhana. 


————— OT 


2. prasaramh na labhante hi yavat kvacana markatah nabhidravanti te tavat piSacava 
svagocare. 


3. pradhanadih asya avigayah, natu apramanyam iti paramarthah. Bhamati: 
II-1.3, 


Saakhya and Yoga are dualist doctrines and are therefore opposed to 
the non-dudlist view. The scriptural text: tat-karanam sankhya- 
yogabhipannam, refers by the term “‘sanikhya’”’ to knowledge and by the term 
“Yova” to meditation. Sankhya samyag-buddhir-vaidikt tay@ vartante iti sankh- 
yah. Vacaspati says that cittavrtti-nirodha is Yoga and the means to it is dhyana. 


The Safikhya and the Yoga hold Puruga to be of the nature of pure 
consciousness. The Yoga preaches detachment and non-possession. To this 
extent they fall in line with the Vedic and Vedantic doctrine. Any 
system is acceptable to the extent it helps the rise of Vedantic wisdom. But 
this wisdom can directly arise only through the Upanisads : fattva jn@narh tu 
vedanta-vakyebhya eva. Bhamati S.B.: I1-1.3. ; 


NOTES ON THE BHAGAVATA VIEW 


If the soul had a beginning there will be non-eternality, and 
absence of release for it. Since there will be no one who goes to 
heaven or hell, heaven or hell are absent. The denial of all these 
consequent on the soul being perishable will perilously border on 
heterodox materialism. The origination for the soul itself is unin- 
élligible. It is said by the Bhagavatas that Safikargana produces 
Pradyumna, the mind. The question is how Safkargana could 
manage todoit without an instrument. One is seen to use instru; 
ments in his execution of acts like cutting a tree with an axe or in 
his act of knowing objects through the senses and other means. It 
passes our understanding how the soul (Sankarsana) produces a mind 


without an instrument. 


If Sankarsana stands in no need of an instrument for the 
accomplishment of its intentions, then everything could be accompli 
shed even without the instrumentality of the mind. Why should 
Sankargana require a mind as an instrument when he could produce 


a mind without an instrument?! 


The Bhagavatas cannot possibly say that the vyuhas are all of 
them gods and not souls. If all of them share the glories of Godhood 
like complete knowledge etc., then there is no reason why one should 
postulate four principles when one will do.? Left with four equals 
there will be only conflict of intentions and nothing will ever be 
done. If there were collective lordship for the four, no one of the 
collective group will be decisive. There will be the damage to the 
view of the Bhagavatas also who hold that Vasudeva alone is the 


supreme God. 





1, akaranasya va karananirmana-samarthye krtath karmaniram@nena. Bhamati 
I]-2.43. 


2. Gnarthakyam itaresam. Bhamati: IL 2,44. 
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The attributes of complete knowledge are at one time declared 
by the Bhagavatas to be different from the Lord who possesses them. 
At another time, they declare that the attributes are the very self of 
the Lord and are therefore identical with him. Again, Pradyumna 
and: Aniruddha are declared at one time to be different as mind and 
egoity from the Self and at other times, they are said to be the very 
Self. The statement that all these are the very selves of Vasudeva 


is another instance of such contradiction.’ 


To the doubt that P@ficar@tra is not authoritative because it is 
the work of an author however eminent or exalted he may be, and 
cannot have parity with, much less in superiority to, the Vedas, a 
defence is offered by the followers of Paiicaratra. 


P@iicaratra is not Avaidic or unscriptural because it is based on 
the Vedic branch renowned as Ekayanasakha. This has been acknow- 
ledged even even in the P@ficardira text itself. 


Satkargana and others are not merely soul, mind and egoity 
respectively but manifestations (ayikas) of the Lord presiding over 
them. Their birth is only their own free will and desire. Hence, 
there is no conflict with the Vedas on the score of the alleged origi- 
nation of the soul. 





3. Appayya Diksita gives an account of this Bhagavata system as follows: 


The Visnu-bhagavatas hold that Bhagavan Narayana is the supreme 
reality. He manifests himself in the form of four Vyitthas, as Vasudeva, 
Sankarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha. 


Of these, Vasudeva is the Lord having six auspicious qualities like jfana, 
Sakti, bala, aiSvarya, virya and tejas. Since He is the indwelling principle 
and knows everything both collectively and individually, that is Fiiana. 
Sakti is the material causality of the world. Bala is the effortlessness of 
creation and effortless sustenance of the created beings. Aisvarya is the 
unobstructed sovereignty. Virya is the immutability inspite of his being 
the material cause of the world. Tejas is independence of external aid in 
creating the world and in quelling the obstructions and enemies. 


From the powers of jfidna and bala, Safkarsana is born; from virya and 
aiSvarya, Pradyumna is born; from Sakti and tejas, Aniruddha is born. 
Sankarsana is the soul; Pradyumna is the mind; Aniruddha is egoity. 


The means of attaining the Lord are (1) abhigamana or the chanting the 
Lord’s name, uttering the holy syllables, doing prostrations etc., in the 
morning. 2. upada@na or gathering flowers for worship. 3. ijy@ or 
worship. 4. svuddhy@ya or study of the scripture, itih@sas, purdgas and 
a@gamas. 5. yoga is meditation on the Lord in the evening. 
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Sometimes it is said that the forty eight samskaras mentioned in 
the scripture are not followed in the Paficaratra agama and that a 
different set of satskaras at variance with the ones in the Vedas is 
given there. From this circumstance, it is argued that the Paficaratra 
school of thought is not authoritative. The reply of the Bhagavatas 
is that these samska@ras are indeed mentioned in the Ekayanasakha and 
it is not a fault that the practice of the ritualistic and sacramental 
works differs from one branch of the Vedas to another. Each one is 
expected to follow the rules of religious action according to one’s own 
Vedic branch.‘ Even those who study the Vd@jasaneytSa@kha@ are known 
to practise the Katydyana-grhya-siitra with reference to the samskaras 
like garbhadana and they do not commit a sacrilege. 


Appayya Diksgita does not, however, seem to grant these devia- 
tions as justifiable. Those who profess to be Vajasaneyi$akhins and 
yet say that they follow a grhya-sitra that does not belong to that 
$akh@ are certainly committing a sacrilege. Those who abandoning 
the acts mentioned in the three Vedas prefer to follow the prescrip- 
tions of the Paficaratra-dgama must be declared unorthodox. 


There is no £akha called Ekayanasakha studied as scriptural text 


by anybody. Nor is it reasonable to call it Khila Sakha. Such are 


the strictures of Appayya Diksita against the Pdiicaratra system. 


4, svasvasakhokta-prakarakarmanusthana-darsanat. Parimala; I1-2.42. 





